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Abstract

Modern broadband seismometers are inertial sensors, and are sensitive to ground tilt as a conse-

quence of this design. We use broadband seismometers positioned on Mt. Erebus on Ross Island,

Antarctica, and Augustine Volcano in the Lower Cook Inlet, Alaska, to recover tilt measurements

during individual volcanic explosions to investigate the magmatic system configuration of each

volcano. At Mt. Erebus, thought to be an end-member open conduit volcanic system, we find no

evidence of tilting associated with the Strombolian explosions produced by the volcano. Because

tilt preceding Strombolian explosions has been observed at other volcanoes, we interpret the lack

of tilt at Erebus as evidence that its conduit system lacks any viscous plugging or mechanical re-

strictions that are necessary to generate explosion-related tilt. At Augustine Volcano we are able

to measure tilt changes associated with each of the thirteen events during the explosive phase of its

2006 eruption. We use the tilt changes to invert for a dual deformation source model of a depressur-

izing open conduit above a depressurizing prolate spheroid. This deflation source geometry is in

agreement with an existing magmatic system model developed with petrologic, seismic, and GPS

data, offering further support to the existing model.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Ground tilt measurements are valuable because they provide a relatively autonomous (particu-

larly in the modern era) method to measure ground deformation due to fast or small events that are

difficult to measure with other geodetic techniques. Many modern tiltmeters have resolutions of

10 nrad or less (Agnew, 1986). This extreme sensitivity allows detection of small or distal volcanic

processes through the tilt fields they create.

Measurements of ground tilt have been recorded at volcanoes since at least the early 20th cen-

tury. Jaggar (1920) noted variations in the null point (i.e., tilting) of a Bosch-Omori horizontal

pendulum seismometer – an early type of inertial ground motion sensor installed at the Hawaiian

Volcano Observatory on the north rim of Kı̄lauea Volcano’s summit crater – that correlated with

fluctuations of the lava lake level in the crater. Jaggar & Finch (1929) further increased confidence

in this correlation through observations of rapid tilt changes related to fluctuations in lava lake

level. They also measured a multi-year tilt trend that correlated with an inflation-deflation cycle of

Kı̄lauea Volcano.

Tilt measurements have since found wide use in volcano monitoring (Dzurisin, 2003), and many

of the early advances in tilt measurement technology were made by volcano observatories (e.g.,

Eaton (1959); Westphal et al. (1983)). Some notable uses of tiltmeters in volcano monitoring in-

clude the forecasting of six effusive eruptions at Mt. St. Helens, USA in 1981 and 1982 (Dzurisin

et al., 1983), the prediction of explosive activity at Semeru Volcano, Indonesia (Kuswandarto et al.,

2008), and decades of use in monitoring the effusive activity of Kı̄lauea Volcano, USA (Klein,

1984).

However, not many active volcanoes are instrumented with tiltmeters. The Aleutian volcanic

arc is an example of this. While 30 historically active volcanoes are instrumented with over 200

broadband seismometers, only three volcanoes in the arc are instrumented with tiltmeters at the

time of this writing.

Modern broadband seismometers, however, are inertial ground motion sensors which respond

to tilt as a consequence of their design (Ackerley, 2014) like the Bosch-Omori horizontal pendulum

seismometer. In turn, broadband seismometers have been utilized to recover tilt measurements at

several volcanoes, including Anatahan (Wiens et al., 2005), Stromboli (Genco & Ripepe, 2010),

1



and Fuego (Lyons et al., 2012). Thus, recovering tilt from broadband seismometers, a commonly

ignored independent observable of these instruments, can dramatically increase the amount of tilt

data available.

Here, we first present a method of recovering tilt measurements from broadband seismometers

that we have implemented in an open source software package and demonstrate its functionality

by reproducing previously published work. We then investigate whether pre- or co-eruptive tilt has

been recorded by broadband seismometers at the open system Mt. Erebus volcano in Antarctica, and

during the 2006 eruption of Augustine Volcano in Alaska (Fig. 1.1). We investigate a broadband

seismometer time series spanning 2003 to 2013 at Mt. Erebus, which produces frequent Strombo-

lian explosions and is thought to possess an open upper conduit system, where gas slugs grow and

ascend without significant restriction (Aster, 2003). We then analyze data from the explosive por-

tion of the 2006 eruption of Augustine Volcano. In contrast to the apparently open magmatic system

at Mt. Erebus, the explosive activity during the 2006 eruption of Augustine Volcano was caused

by repeated lava dome formation and plugging of the volcano’s conduit (Coombs et al., 2010). Our

tilt measurements at Mt. Erebus show no evidence of eruption-related tilting, suggesting that vis-

cous plugging (Capponi et al., 2017) or another mechanism of pressurization necessary to produce

the tilts observed during Strombolian explosions at other volcanoes (e.g., Genco & Ripepe (2010);

Iguchi et al. (2008); Lyons et al. (2012)) is missing at Erebus, further supporting prior inferences

of an unrestricted shallow conduit system (e.g., Aster (2003)). At Augustine Volcano we observe

tilt changes associated with individual explosions and invert for a dual-deformation source model

that agrees well with a conceptual model of the magmatic system developed from petrologic studies

and geophysical data (Benage et al., 2021; De Angelis et al., 2013, 2020).

2
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Figure 1.1: a) Hillshaded topographic map with 100 m contours of Augustine Volcano showing
the locations of seismometers AU11, AU12, AU13, and AU14 used in this study. b) Hillshaded
topographic map with 100 m topographic contours of Mt. Erebus showing the locations of
seismometers NKB and E1S used in this study, the location of the persistent lava lake at the
summit of Mt. Erebus, and the map location of the low velocity/high scattering zone inferred by
Zandomeneghi et al. (2013) to be the location of a shallow magma reservoir (red area labeled
“LVZ”).
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Chapter 2: Methods

2.1 Tilt Estimation From Broadband Seismometer Records

Ground tilt causes a signal in broadband seismometer data due to reorientation of the sensitive

axes of the horizontal seismometer components with respect to gravitational acceleration. For a

level, three-element seismometer with the elements oriented in a cardinal (east, north, up) config-

uration, the sensitive axes of the two horizontal elements are normal to the local gravity vector, so

the signal output by each horizontal element does not contain any contribution from gravitational

acceleration (Fig. 2.1a).

When the seismometer is rotated by ground tilt, the sensitive axes of the horizontal elements

are no longer normal to the local gravity vector. Each horizontal element then experiences an

acceleration (Eq. 2.1):

ẍ = g · sin(θ), (2.1)

where ẍ is the component of gravitational acceleration experienced by the sensor, g is total

gravitational acceleration, and θ is the angle between each element and its level position (Figure

2.1b). This relationship is nonlinear in θ. When θ is small, as is often the case for tilts caused by

small or distal volcanic processes, it is appropriate to use a small angle approximation and simplify

sin(θ) to θ, making the acceleration experienced by each horizontal element (Eq. 2.2):

ẍ = gθ. (2.2)

Similarly, when tilted by an angle θ, the vertical axis of the seismometer experiences an acceleration

of g · cos(θ). This expression simplifies to g with a small angle approximation, meaning that the

vertical axis of the seismometer is relatively insensitive to small tilts (Figure 2.1c).

It is impossible to conclusively disentangle acceleration due to translational motion from accel-

eration due to tilt in the output of a broadband seismometer. Wielandt & Forbriger (1999) pursued a

model-based approach to separate the two signals, but the more common approach is to assume that

all signals well below the natural frequency of the instrument are due to tilt. This is because sen-

sitivity to tilt tends to dominate sensitivity to translational acceleration at long periods (Battaglia

4
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Figure 2.1: Three states of a hypothetical two element seismometer with a single horizontal
element and a single vertical element. The red vectors and their labels represent the magnitude of
gravitational acceleration sensed by the element, as a function of tilt angle θ in panels b and c. a)
Gravitational acceleration experienced by each component when the instrument is level. b)
Gravitational acceleration experienced by each component when the instrument is tilted by an
angle θ. c) Small angle approximation of the gravitational acceleration experienced by each
component when the instrument is tilted by an angle θ.

et al., 2000; Lyons et al., 2012; Wiens et al., 2005). As an example, Equation 2.2 gives that a

500 nrad amplitude tilt produces a signal equivalent to translational acceleration of 4.9 µm s–2. At

a 120 s period, doubly integrating the equivalent acceleration signal over one cycle yields a dis-

placement of 2.2 centimeters. This shows that a much larger displacement than tilt is required to

create equivalent equivalent signals in the seismometer record at long periods. Here we take the

approach of assuming that tilt signals are dominant at periods much longer than the natural period

of the instrument.

It follows from Equation 2.2 that the transfer function between tilt and and the voltage output

of a broadband seismometer is a scaled version of the transfer function between translational ac-

celeration and the voltage output of the instrument (Figure 2.2). To recover tilt from a broadband

seismometer record we take the following steps:

1. Band-pass filter the recorded analog to digital converter (ADC) counts to the band of interest

(generally tens of seconds to tens of thousands of seconds). The high frequency limit of the

filter must be significantly lower than the corner frequency of the seismometer to satisfy the

assumption of a tilt-dominated signal.

2. Calculate the transfer function between acceleration and recorded ADC counts of the seismometer-

digitizer system using the evalresp program published by the Seismological Facility for the

5
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Figure 2.2: Transfer functions of a Guralp 6TD three component broadband seismometer, relating
translational and small rotational motion to the voltage output of the instrument. As expected
from Equation 2.2, the response of the instrument to tilt is a scaled version of its response to
acceleration.

Advancement of Geoscience (SAGE) (Cooke & Dricker, 2022).

3. Multiply the acceleration transfer function by –g to obtain a tilt transfer function (Eq. 2.2).

4. Deconvolve the tilt transfer function from the band-pass filtered ADC counts time series by

spectral division.

We implement this algorithm in an openly available software package written in the Python

programming language (Christoffersen & Grapenthin, 2024). To validate our approach and imple-

mentation we reproduce published results at Anatahan Volcano (Fig. 2.3b includes the 24 hour tilt

record shown in Fig. 3 of Wiens et al. (2005)).

Some modern seismometers do not have their sensing elements oriented in a true “cardinal”

configuration with one vertical component and two horizontal, but instead have their elements ar-

ranged in a symmetric triaxial or “Galperin” configuration where the orthogonal sensing elements

are rotated such that they are arranged symmetrically about the vertical axis (Ringler & Bastien,

2020). Data from seismometers with a symmetric triaxial configuration that has been rotated to car-

dinal components has the same sensitivity to tilt as a true cardinal seismometer, so seismometers

utilizing both sensor configurations can be used for tilt studies (Graizer, 2009).
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2.2 Horizontal to Vertical Power Ratio for Tilt Event Detection

In order to detect candidate ground tilt events, especially in years-long time series, we exploit the

relative insensitivity of the vertical component of a broadband seismometer to small tilts (Fig. 2.1).

Graizer (2006) demonstrates this vertical component insensitivity and uses a ratio of the smoothed

Fourier amplitude spectrum estimates of horizontal and vertical component ground accelerations

to estimate which frequency components of a broadband seismogram are tainted by a significant

tilt signal during strong ground motion. In the presence of a significant tilt signal, the horizontal to

vertical spectral amplitude ratio is elevated because tilting only contributes signal to the horizontal

components. This phenomenon is demonstrated by Aderhold et al. (2015) as well, who note that

an elevated horizontal to vertical spectral ratio at long periods is typical of broadband seismometer

installations that are significantly affected by tilting due to environmental factors.

We develop a technique similar to the spectral ratio used in Graizer (2006) to detect segments

of broadband seismometer data which may contain tilt signals. Instead of computing a spectral

ratio, we estimate power in a band well below the corner frequency of the seismometer (e.g., zero

frequency to 5 mHz) and compute the ratio of horizontal to vertical power. This approach helps

to mitigate the noise that is inherently present in discrete Fourier transform-based power spectrum

estimates (Wilson, 2021), because many samples of the noisy power spectral densities are used

to compute the power estimates. For many sites, this power ratio will always be elevated (greater

than one) due to tilting caused by environmental factors. Figure 2.3b presents an example of the

power ratio based tilt detection. The horizontal to vertical power ratio in the east component of

a seismometer at Anatahan Volcano in the Mariana Islands is greater than one preceding its 2003

eruption, presumably due to environmental tilting. Once the pre-eruptive volcanic tilt reported by

Wiens et al. (2005) begins, the power ratio increases by nearly two orders of magnitude, a clearly

detectable departure from the background ratio. We use Welch’s method (Welch, 1967) to produce

power spectral density estimates which we numerically integrate to compute power in the band of

interest.

The power ratio approach is useful for detecting potential tilting because events that produce

long period signals on all three components of a broadband seismometer, such as magnetic storms

(Forbriger, 2007; Tape et al., 2020) or very long period translational signals associated with volcanic

phenomena (Aster, 2003), will not produce an elevated ratio. A drawback, however, is that tilting

7
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Figure 2.3: Elevated horizontal to vertical power ratio from tilting event at Anatahan Volcano
immediately preceding its 2003 eruption (Wiens et al., 2005). a) Seismometer-derived tilt from
east channel. b) Power in east and vertical channels from 0 to 1 mHz for a moving 12-hour time
window (black), and ratio of the two (red). Background shading in both panels shows time of
active eruption.

during periods of elevated vertical component power may be obscured because the power ratio

is suppressed. Figure 2.3 shows this: on May 15, there is a small potential tilt event leading to

a relatively elevated power ratio (with respect to preceding ratio calculations), but high vertical

component power prevents the power ratio from rising above the pre-eruptive level. The horizontal

component power increases by nearly an order of magnitude without an accompanying increase

in the vertical component power, which may allow identification of the potential tilt event through

combined analysis of the horizontal component power and a horizontal to vertical power ratio.

2.3 Deformation Source Modeling

We use the Versatile Modeling of Deformation (VMOD) (Angarita et al., 2024) software pack-

age to model deformation sources at Augustine Volcano, where we are able to measure co-eruptive

changes in tilt. VMOD is an object-oriented framework that implements several analytical models

for ground deformation caused by different types of buried pressure sources and dislocations (e.g.,

opening of a dike or slip on a fault). The analytical models that we utilize from VMOD are derived

for the case of a homogeneous elastic half space. Topography and heterogeneous elastic properties

in the subsurface can have a significant effect on displacement (e.g., Crozier et al. (2023)) and tilt

8



measurements (Harrison, 1976; Marsden et al., 2019). We choose, however, to use the analytical

models implemented in VMOD for this study because of their computational efficiency. Using

the analytical models, we are able to perform probabilistic inversions requiring tens of millions of

model runs, a process that would be computationally infeasible with a finite element model which

could approximate the effect of topography and heterogeneous elastic properties on the tilt mea-

surements. Additionally, the seismometers used for this study are positioned 1.5 km or more from

the summit of Augustine Volcano on relatively low slopes of 5 to 12 degrees (Fig. 1.1a), which

reduces the effect of topography (e.g., Crozier et al. (2023)), although the effects of deformation

sources at higher elevation than the instrument can be complex (e.g., Lyons et al. (2012)).

Even in a homogeneous half space model, the tilt fields created by geometrically simple pres-

sure sources, such as a prolate spheroid (Yang et al., 1988), can be complex and difficult to interpret

especially if sparsely sampled as is generally the case for volcano monitoring networks. Figure 2.4

shows a modeled vertical displacement field and the corresponding tilt field from a buried pro-

late spheroid experiencing depressurization. The vertical deformation field shows a decrease in

magnitude near the center of the modeled domain but is uniformly negative, indicative of the de-

pressurizing deformation source in the subsurface. The corresponding tilt field has an inner annulus

of radial-outward tilt surrounded by an outer annulus of radial-inward tilt, as the tilt field is the gra-

dient of the vertical deformation field. This complexity of tilt fields can make sparse measurements

difficult to interpret without use of forward models – tilt measurements taken at various distances

from the center of the domain shown in Figure 2.4 would show radial-outward tilt, no tilt, or radial-

inward tilt, all resulting from the same depressurizing deformation source.
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Figure 2.4: a) Vertical displacement from a depressurizing prolate spheroid source with a
vertically oriented long axis centered in the domain shown. b) The tilt field created by the same
deformation source, showing an annulus of radial-outward tilt that transitions to radial-inward tilt
in the far field. The vectors show tilt direction and relative magnitude and the absolute tilt
magnitude is shown as the colored background. The deformation and tilt fiends are calculated
using the prolate spheroid deformation model of Yang et al. (1988). The prolate spheroid is
experiencing a pressure change of –17 MPa and is located at the center of the domain at 3 km
depth with a 1 km semi-major axis oriented vertically and a 250 m semi-minor axis
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Chapter 3: Mount Erebus

3.1 Volcanic Context

Mt. Erebus is a stratovolcano on Ross Island, Antarctica that produces frequent Strombolian ex-

plosions and sustains a persistent phonolitic lava lake in its summit crater, at least since its discovery

in 1973 (Giggenbach et al., 1973). Seismological studies and the presence of a convecting lava lake

suggest that the upper portion of Mt. Erebus’ plumbing, where gas slugs form and ascend to the

surface to create Strombolian explosions, is an open system (Aster, 2003; Gerst et al., 2013; Knox

et al., 2018). Blick et al. (1989) measured approximately 50 mm of expansion across the crater

of Mt. Erebus between 1980 and 1985 using a triangulation network. They also observed tilts in

excess of 10 µrad during 1985 with a tilt leveling network, but attribute the tilts to ground instabil-

ity at the monuments as opposed to volcanic activity due to their seemingly random orientations.

More recently, GNSS observations show evidence of multi-year inflation-deflation cycles that are

attributed to pulses of pressurization and depressurization, respectively accompanied by episodes

of reduced and elevated explosive activity, or geometric changes in the shallow magmatic system of

the volcano (Grapenthin et al., 2022). We are not aware of any studies that investigate deformation

associated with individual explosions at Mt. Erebus, a phenomenon which has been observed at

other volcanoes producing Strombolian explosions (Genco & Ripepe, 2010; Iguchi et al., 2008;

Lyons et al., 2012).

3.2 Data

At Mt. Erebus, we utilize data from permanent broadband seismometer installations maintained

by the Mt. Erebus Volcano Observatory on the summit plateau of the volcano (Rowe et al., 2000).

We examine data from the two closest stations to Mt. Erebus’ lava lake, E1S and NKB, for tilt

associated with Strombolian explosions between 2003 and 2013. Figure 1.1b shows the location

of the two instruments on Mt. Erebus’ summit plateau. Both instruments are Guralp CMG-40T

broadband seismometers with a 30 s corner period sampled at 40 Hz. There are significant gaps

in data coverage due to power and telemetry limitations caused by the harsh environment of Mt.

Erebus. However, there is generally good data availability during austral summers.
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Figure 3.1: Tilt time series from the horizontal channels of seismometers NKB and E1S near the
lava lake of Mt. Erebus for the ten largest explosions recorded from 2003-2013 in the catalog
created by (Knox et al., 2018) where data is available. Gray lines are tilt records from single
explosions, each centered in time on the explosion. The solid black line in each panel is the station
channel’s mean tilt record calculated for the 10 explosions. The single event tilt records do not
show any consistent change in tilt at time of eruption. The times of the events used in for this
figure are given in Table A.1.

3.3 Tilt Records During Large Explosions

To search for tilt signals associated with Strombolian explosions at Mt. Erebus, we utilize an

approach similar to that developed by Lyons et al. (2012) at Fuego Volcano and recover tilt in two

hour windows centered on Strombolian explosions. We follow the deconvolution-based procedure

detailed in the methods section of this paper to estimate tilt, filtering the raw seismograms to periods

between 60 and 3600 s. We then calculate a mean tilt time series from the individual records, with

the goal of coherently adding any eruption-associated tilt signals that may be too low in amplitude

to confidently interpret from a single tilt record.

In Figure 3.1, we show the tilt records associated with the twenty largest explosions in the erup-

tion catalog created by Knox et al. (2018) from seismic and infrasound data that have complete data

availability for a two hour window at E1S and NKB. Most events used for Figure 3.1 occur during a

period of increased eruptive activity in early 2007 (Fig. 3.2a). We see apparently random variation

in the individual event tilt records that average to near-zero tilt at most time steps, suggesting that

these tilt records show no consistent evidence of pre-eruptive or co-eruptive tilting.

12



3.4 Horizontal to Vertical Power Ratio From 2003 to 2013

Having found no evidence of systematic tilt associated with large Strombolian explosions at Mt.

Erebus, we estimate a horizontal to vertical power ratio using all available data at NKB and E1S

from 2003 to 2013 to comprehensively search for time periods of significant tilting or individual

large tilt events. We estimate power spectral densities with Welch’s method (Welch, 1967) from

continuous twelve hour segments of data split into four hour sub-segments with 50% overlap. The

resulting power spectral densities are integrated from zero to 1 mHz to estimate power.

Panels b and c in Figure 3.2 show the calculated horizontal to vertical power ratios at NKB and

E1S. The power ratio time series at both stations show periods of increased horizontal to vertical

power ratio, which may be indicative of tilting. However, when examining the raw seismometer

outputs from these time periods it is apparent in all outputs that the elevated power ratio is due to

instrumental or environmental noise. Panels d, e, and f in Figure 3.2 show examples of this: often

only one horizontal element is affected by a signal with amplitude orders of magnitude higher than

what is present on the other horizontal element, which is not plausible for a true tilt signal. We

exclude all time periods where there is a factor of 100 or greater power difference between the two

horizontal components from Figure 3.2. At some times, there is an elevated ratio present in both

channels of a single seismometer (e.g., E1S in early 2009, see Figure 3.1c) but no apparent tilt

signal is present on the other seismometer, which prevents confident interpretation. We chose not

to rotate the horizontal seismometer components to radial/transverse with respect to the lava lake

because the shallow magma reservoir inferred by Zandomeneghi et al. (2013) from the results of

seismic tomography is a potential source of deformation as well. Additionally, the rotation would

spread signal from a single malfunctioning horizontal component across both, and generate a signal

that may appear more like a true ground tilt signal.

3.5 Discussion

These results indicate that Mt. Erebus does not experience short term inflation-deflation cycles

associated with individual explosions in the manner observed at volcanoes such as Semeru (Iguchi

et al., 2008), Stromboli (Genco & Ripepe, 2010), and Fuego (Lyons et al., 2012). The absence of

this behavior at Mt. Erebus may be because it is an end-member among open conduit volcanoes.

The convecting lava lake keeps the upper portion of the conduit hot, preventing the formation of a
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Figure 3.2: Horizontal to vertical power ratio in the 0 to 1 mHz band calculated for two
seismometers on the summit plateau of Mt. Erebus. a) Scatter plot (blue) showing radiative power
at the summit of Mt. Erebus derived from Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectrometer (MODIS)
instrument using the MODVOLC program (Wright, 2016) and histogram (red) showing weekly
eruption count estimated from seismic and infrasonic data, from Knox et al. (2018). Modified
from (Grapenthin et al., 2022). b) Horizontal to vertical power ratio over time at seismometer
NKB. Red and black dots are the two horizontal components, which are not oriented to North and
East for the entire data record. c) Horizontal to vertical power ratio over time at seismometer E1S,
with the same symbology as panel b. We remove all time periods with a greater than 100x
difference in power between the two horizontal seismometer channels, as that large of a power
difference indicates malfunction of one of the sensors. Panels d, e, and f are characteristic
examples of seismometer records leading to elevated horizontal to vertical power ratio in E1S and
NKB. Grey ellipses and labels in panels b and c show the corresponding time periods. Locations
of seismometers NKB and E1S are shown in Figure 1.1b.
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viscous magma plug that has been shown to be important for eruptive dynamics at other volcanoes

producing Strombolian explosions (Capponi et al., 2017; McKee et al., 2022).

A hot, mechanically unrestricted upper conduit may also allow pressure change preceding ex-

plosions to be accommodated by changes in the level of the lava lake instead of coupling into the

edifice and causing deformation. Terrestrial laser scanning observations of the lake level appear to

corroborate this, and have shown an increase in the level of the lava lake of 1.1 m preceeding an

explosion followed by a decrease of multiple meters after (Jones et al., 2015). Meter-scale changes

in the level of the lava lake correspond to volume changes of thousands of cubic meters, similar to

the slug volumes determined by Gerst et al. (2013) at Mt. Erebus.

The sparse measurement network we utilize at Mt. Erebus is another potential reason for the

lack of observed tilt. Seismometers E1S and NKB are approximately 600 and 750 m away from

the lava lake, respectively. Genco & Ripepe (2010) observe tilt on the order of tens of nanoradians

on a tiltmeter at a similar distance from the vents at Stromboli, however. If the same tilt generation

process was occurring at Mt. Erebus we would expect to see tilting of a similar magnitude, or

perhaps even larger given that Mt. Erebus generates gas slugs with volumes of thousands of cubic

meters (Gerst et al., 2013) compared to slug volumes of tens of cubic meters at Stromboli (Ripepe &

Marchetti, 2002) at similar overpressures. Noise in the broadband seismometer derived tilt records

at Mt. Erebus may prevent detection of tens of nanoradian tilt changes in single event tilt records.

The tilt records at NKB show tens of nanoradian scale noise, and at E1S the noise amplitude can

exceed one hundred nanoradians (Fig. 3.1). However the stacking approach reduces the noise level

at both stations to a level where a tens of nanoradian tilt change at explosion times would be apparent

in the stacked time series.

Erebus is able to produce large gas slugs because of the large diameter of its upper conduit -

the surface of the lava lake is 20 to 40 m in diameter and the lava lake is fed by a vent that is 5-

10 m in diameter (Dibble et al., 2008). A large conduit diameter can have a dampening effect on

slug-caused deformation as well. In a large conduit, a gas slug can exist detached from the conduit

wall, surrounded by a thick layer of magma instead of a falling film, reducing the ability of the high

pressure inside of the slug to couple with the volcanic edifice and cause deformation (James et al.,

2006).

Very long period (VLP) (8-20 s) signals are consistently observed on broadband seismometers

15



at Mt. Erebus during Strombolian explosions (Aster, 2003). These VLP signals may contain a con-

tribution from tilt in addition to translational motion, but are in a band above the corner frequency

of the seismometer where translation and tilt both contribute significantly to the output of the instru-

ment. Therefore we are not able to disentangle the two. These VLP signals are out-of-band for our

analysis, which considers periods longer than 60 s (twice the corner frequency of the seismometers

utilized). These signals may be the only deformational expression of the formation and ascent of

gas slugs at Mt. Erebus, which is thought to occur in upper tens of meters of the conduit below the

lava lake surface (Aster, 2003). Meter-scale gas slugs will have ascent rates on the order of meters

per second at Mt. Erebus (De Lauro et al., 2009), so ascent of a large bubble from shallow depths

(Tens of meters) may only generate a deformation signal for tens of seconds.
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Chapter 4: The 2006 Eruption of Augustine Volcano

4.1 Volcanic Context

Augustine Volcano is a stratovolcano in the Lower Cook Inlet of Alaska that has been active

since at least the late Pleistocene and has had historic eruptions in 1883, 1935, 1964, 1976, 1986,

and 2006 (Power et al., 2010). The 2006 eruption of Augustine Volcano was particularly well mon-

itored for an Alaskan volcano – successful detection of precursory activity by the Alaska Volcano

Observatory allowed for the deployment of a network of seismic and GPS instruments on the vol-

cano before the beginning of the eruption. The eruption can be divided into three phases: explosive,

continuous, and effusive, each marked by changes in the character of the eruption (Coombs et al.,

2010). The explosive phase began on January 11 and lasted until January 28. During the explo-

sive phase, there were 13 discrete explosions that produced approximately 30× 106 m3 dense rock

equivalent (DRE) of material. The explosive phase was followed by a “continuous phase”, where

low level explosive activity produced nearly continuous block and ash flows from January 28 to Jan-

uary 31 then gradually waned until February 10. The continuous phase produced approximately

11 × 106 m3 DRE of material. There was a pause in eruptive activity after the continuous phase

until the beginning of the final effusive phase of the eruption in early March. The effusive phase

of the eruption lasted until March 16 and produced approximately 26 × 106 m3 DRE of material,

mostly in the form of lava flows with occasional block and ash flows (Coombs et al., 2010).

We focus our analysis on the explosive phase of the eruption, utilizing broadband seismometers

to measure tilt changes associated with each explosion. All phases of the eruption were monitored

geodetically with GPS (Cervelli et al., 2010; Mattia et al., 2008) allowing identification of deforma-

tion trends on time periods of days to years. Cervelli et al. (2010) observe extension between two

GPS stations located on opposite sides of the volcano during the explosive phase, continuing a trend

that began in September 2005, and greater than ten centimeters of displacement of a GPS station

near the summit of the volcano on January 11, but these are the only explosive phase deformation

observations reported. A high rate GPS analysis by Mattia et al. (2008) groups all phases of the

eruption and approximately eight months of post-eruptive deformation into a single deformation

phase.
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4.2 Data

The Alaska Volcano Observatory (AVO) deployed five Guralp CMG-6TD broadband seismome-

ters with 30 s corner periods sampled at 100 Hz on the flanks of Augustine Volcano to monitor its

2006 eruption (Alaska Volcano Observatory/USGS, 1988). Figure 1.1a shows the locations of each

seismometer on the edifice. Data availability from the seismometers is good, with only short gaps

(hours at most) during the explosive phase of the eruption. We utilize data from four seismometers:

AU11, AU12, AU13, and AU14. The fifth (AU15) was deployed further from the summit of the

volcano and not active during the explosive phase of the eruption.

4.3 Tilt Records During Explosions

To search for tilting during the 2006 eruption of Augustine volcano we estimate tilt time series

during the explosive phase of the eruption, covering all thirteen documented explosions (Coombs

et al., 2010). Figure 4.1 shows tilt time series from seismometer AU12 during events 1 through 8.

In the minutes after each explosion there is a significant change in tilt, often a microradian or more.

Figure 4.2 shows the tilt changes associated with each explosion. These tilt changes are mea-

sured as the difference between tilt at each explosion and the tilt up to ten minutes after each explo-

sion. The later measurement time is manually chosen per-event at the point of maximum monotonic

tilt change. There are significant changes in the tilt signals from event to event. Figure 4.1b shows

an example of this, where the tilt change in component HHE changes polarity between events 2

and 3 in the sub-panel. Some events show significant tilt anomalies, particularly event 12 where

seismometer AU13 records tilt change greater than 150 µrad.

4.4 Deformation Source Modeling

We interpret the tilt changes following each explosion as a mixture of a regional deflationary

signal, caused by depressurization of the volcano’s conduit and subsequent mobilization of magma

in the reservoir supplying the conduit, with tilt caused by deformation sources local to each of

the seismometers. It is difficult to disentangle local and regional effects with a sparse measure-

ment network. One potential source of local deformation is loading from mass flows caused by the

explosions (Grapenthin et al., 2010; Odbert et al., 2015). Coombs et al. (2010) document many

avalanche, pyroclastic flow, and lahar deposits that formed during the explosive phase of Augus-
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Figure 4.1: Tilt time series for the horizontal channels of seismometer AU12 during explosions a)
1-2 and b) 3-8 during the 2006 eruption of Augustine Volcano. Black lines are north-south tilt,
where a positive value indicates tilting down to the north and red lines indicate east-west tilt,
where a positive value indicates tilting down towards the east. The tilt time series are complicated
and show some step changes that are not associated with recorded explosions, but at each recorded
explosion there is a step change in tilt.

tine Volcano’s eruption, some of which were deposited near broadband seismometer installations.

Mass flows can cause significant tilt signals on broadband seismometers (Wenner et al., 2022) and

may explain some of the large event-to-event tilt differences. Figure A.2 shows per-event records

of mass flows mapped by Coombs et al. (2010) compared to the tilt changes measured during each

explosion. Many, but not all, of the significant event-to-event differences in tilt are associated with

mass flows being emplaced near a seismometer. Additionally, the seismometer that is furthest from

any recorded mass flows, AU11, shows the least variability in tilt azimuth during each of the ex-

plosions. Changes in the characteristics of the regional deflationary signal source may also cause

significant event-to-event variability in the observed tilts. As shown in Figure 2.4, even tilt fields

generated by geometrically simple pressure sources can be complex and difficult to interpret when

sparsely sampled.

We seek to invert for constraints on the source of the regional deflationary signal. In order to

reduce the effect of local tilt sources on the regional deflation source estimates we select seven of

the thirteen explosions to use for an inversion: 2, 3, 4, 6, 9, 11, and 13 (Fig. 4.2). We select events

that best represent what we believe is a regional southwest trending tilt field that is present on a

subset of the seismometers across all events.

Estimates of conduit dimensions and volume of eruptive products suggest that many of the ex-

plosive phase eruptions drained the conduit to a depth of approximately 2 km (Coombs et al., 2010),
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with the exception of the first two explosions on January 11, which contained little to no juvenile

magma, and the final explosive sequence on January 27 and 28, which the authors believe tapped

the deeper magma body. After each conduit-draining explosion the conduit is rapidly refilled by

the volcano’s magmatic system. Therefore, the regional tilt signal observed at each explosion on

several minute timescales may contain deflation due to conduit depressurization during the initial

explosion, in addition to deflation from a deeper source as the magmatic system below the volcano

refills the conduit. The refilling conduit will lead to some amount of tilt “rebound”, however the

conduit likely does not return to its high pre-eruption pressure in the minutes following each explo-

sion, so the net effect from the conduit remains deflationary. In our deformation model we utilize

a deflating open conduit pinned to the surface (Nishimura, 2009) and a deflating prolate spheroid

(Yang et al., 1988) to represent the deeper magmatic system.

Independently inverting for a prolate spheroid and an open conduit deformation source for each

event would lead to a very large number of free parameters, 13 per event, which is significantly

more parameters than the eight tilt measurements (counting each horizontal seismometer compo-

nent individually) that we have available for each event. Instead of inverting for the two unique

deformation sources at each event, we jointly invert for many of the geometric parameters of the

deformation sources using all events, and only allow the pressure change of the prolate spheroid,

the pressure change of the open conduit, and the length of the open conduit to vary between events.

The location and dimensions of the prolate spheroid and the location and radius of the open conduit

are shared between all events. This leads to a total of 31 parameters in our inversion (10 shared

plus 3 allowed to vary in each of 7 events) and 52, assumed independent, measurements. There is

a data gap in the east-west horizontal channel of seismometer AU14 during events 3 and 4, so the

AU14 measurements from events 3 and 4 are excluded from our analysis.

We perform probabilistic inversions of the observed tilt signals using VMOD analytical models

(Angarita et al., 2024) coupled with the emcee software package (Foreman-Mackey et al., 2013),

which implements a parallelized Markov Chain Monte Carlo ensemble sampler. For all analytical

deformation models we use a 9.6 GPa shear modulus and a Poisson’s ratio of 0.25. For our prob-

abilistic inversion we use a Gaussian likelihood function with a 250 nrad standard deviation and

prior distributions over each parameter that are uniform between the bounds listed in Table 4.1. We

use 310 sampling chains (ten times the number of model parameters). Each chain is initialized in
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Table 4.1: Bounds of uniform prior distributions over parameters used for the prolate spheroid
source (top) and open conduit source (bottom) in the dual source inversion of tilt at Augustine
Volcano. The x and y positions are relative to the EPSG:3338 coordinate (32305, 1040960),
which is approximately the center of the summit of Augustine Volcano.

Yang
Param X Y Depth Semi-maj. Semi-min. Strike Dip ∆P
Unit (km) (km) (km) (km) (km) (deg) (deg) (MPa)
Low -10 -10 1 0.05 0.05 0 0 -750
High 10 10 30 6 3 360 90 0

Nishimura
Param X Y Radius Length ∆P
Unit (km) (km) (m) (km) (MPa)
Low -0.25 -0.25 0.1 0.1 -750
High 0.25 0.25 100 6 0

a small volume surrounding a reasonably well fitting set of parameters found with a coarse grid

search and is allowed to run for 150,000 steps. The first 50,000 steps of each sampling chain are

discarded as burn-in samples.

4.5 Discussion

Figure 4.3 shows the results of a probabilistic inversion for the deformation source parameters,

Figure 4.4 is a diagram showing the median deformation source locations, and Figure 4.5 shows

the median posterior tilt changes from the inversion result. We find a sub-vertical prolate spheroid

south-southwest of the center of the volcano approximately 10 km below the surface and a depres-

surizing open conduit with a radius of approximately 16.5 m.

Our inversion shows that we are poorly sensitive to the parameters of the deflating open conduit

source; many of the marginal distributions over the open conduit source parameters are broad, some

even approaching the uniform prior distributions (Fig. 4.3). The seismometers used in this study

are 1.5 km or more from the summit of Augustine Volcano, which places them in the far field of any

shallow deformation source below the edifice. Figure 4.6b demonstrates this, the four seismometers

are far enough from the source to be in regions of low tilt gradient, and are therefore much less

sensitive to changes in the open conduit source than they are to changes in the prolate spheroid
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Figure 4.3: 2D histograms and marginal distributions of tilt source parameters in a dual deformation source inversion at Augustine
Volcano using events 2, 3, 4, 6, 9, 11, and 13. a) Parameters describing location and geometry of the depressurizing prolate spheroid
source model (Yang et al., 1988), shared between all events. b) Parameters describing location and geometry of the depressurizing open
conduit source model (Nishimura, 2009), shared between all events. c) Marginal distributions of per-event pressure changes for the two
sources and the length of the depressurizing open conduit. The x position and y position parameter of each deformation source (“Yang
X”, “Yang Y”, “Nish. X”, “Nish. Y”) are relative to the EPSG:3338 coordinate (32305, 1040960), which is approximately the center of
the summit of Augustine Volcano. The number above each marginal distribution in panel sets a and b is the median value of the
distribution, with the difference between the median value and the 16% quantile (bottom) and 84% quantile (top) to the right.
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Figure 4.4: Diagram showing a cross section of inverted deflation source geometry at Augustine
Volcano using the median parameter values given in Figure 4.3. The blue dashed line shows the
top of the homogenous half space domain used in the tilt data inversion and the red dashed line
shows the true topography of Augustine Volcano along the cross section. The diagram shows a
projection of the two deformation sources onto an X-Z plane in the EPSG:3338 coordinate system
(NAD83 / Alaska Albers) where the X coordinate is relative to the point (32305, 1040960) and
the Z coordinate is relative to the surface of the homogenous half space used in the inversion.
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Figure 4.5: Maps of broadband seismometer-based tilt measurements from each of the seven
explosions selected for use in the source inversion (red) and median modeled tilt from a prolate
spheroid and open conduit pressure source pair using the results of the inversion (blue). The
location and shape of the spheroid and and the location and radius of the open conduit are shared
between all events, only the pressure change in each source and length of the conduit is allowed to
vary between events. The white shapes with black outlines in the event 11 panel are the surface
projections of the prolate spheroid source (larger) and the open conduit (smaller). The surface
projection of the open conduit is larger than its true size for the purpose of visualization.
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source. The open conduit source is necessary to achieve a reasonable inversion result, however.

Figure A.1 shows the result of a tilt source inversion considering only a deflating prolate spheroid.

The peak of the marginal distribution over prolate spheroid depth is at the edge of of the prior

distribution over the parameter, 30 km, and the horizontal position of the spheroid is far from the

edifice, outside of the seismometer network. Contribution from an open conduit source is necessary

to fit the observed tilts well with the prolate spheroid at reasonable depths. Conversely, without

a deeper, non-radially symmetric deformation source it would be impossible to fit the southwest

trending tilt fields.

Petrologic studies of the products from the 2006 eruption of Augustine Volcano suggest that

the magmatic system preceeding the eruption was made up of at least two physically separated

magma reservoirs storing a low silica andesite and a high silica andesite at depths of 4-8 kilometers

(Benage et al., 2021; De Angelis et al., 2013, 2020; Larsen et al., 2010). This shallow storage

system, which likely consists of a complex network of interconnected dikes (Roman et al., 2006),

was intruded by a basalt magma that heated and mobilized the low silica andesite. The mobilized

low silica andesite forms the majority of the erupted material during explosive events 1-9 (Vallance

et al., 2010). Due to the approximately 10 km depth of our inverted deformation source, we believe

that the deformation we observe is not caused by a net volume loss in the shallow (4-8 km depth)

reservoir, but instead by the draw-up of either the intruding basalt magma or a deeper low silica

andesite into the shallow reservoir following each explosion.

Cervelli et al. (2010) utilize GPS displacement measurements to invert for potential deforma-

tion sources during the effusive portion of Augustine Volcano’s eruption, finding several potential

depressurizing deformation sources that could explain the observed deformation; a spherical point

source at 12.5 km depth, a 6 km long closed pipe with its center at 4.5 km depth, and a 4 km long

open pipe with a center at 3.5 km depth. All sources are constrained to lie below the center of the

edifice and only allowed to vary in size and depth. Cervelli et al. (2010) prefer the pipe models due

to their shallower depths, which overlap with the petrologically constrained depths of the shallow

reservoirs, but the shallower pipe models do not give a significantly better fit to the deformation

data than the spherical source. Our explosive phase prolate spheroid deformation source overlaps

in depth with the spherical deformation source and the lower portion of the closed pipe deformation

source. This correspondence could be explained by both the explosive and effusive phases causing
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Figure 4.6: Example tilt fields caused by a) a sub-vertical de-pressurizing prolate spheroid source
at approximately and b) a depressurizing open conduit source. Both tilt fields are generated using
the median parameters from the dual tilt source inversion for event 4. The deeper prolate spheroid
source affects a much larger area then the shallower open conduit source. The white triangles
represent the relative positions of the seismometers on Augustine Volcano. The background color
in each panel represents tilt magnitude, and the vectors tilt direction.

draw-up of the intruded basalt magma or deeper low silica andesite reservoir.

One issue with our inverted deformation sources are the volume changes of the prolate spheroid

during each explosion. Each of the seven events we utilize for the dual deformation source inversion

has a median posterior volume change of 10-80 × 106 m3 (Fig. A.4). The total erupted volume

during the thirteen explosive phase events is approximately 30 × 106 m3 dense rock equivalent

(DRE) (Coombs et al., 2010). Such a large difference would not be expected if the evacuation of

the upper conduit during each explosion was the dominant cause of the observed deformation signal.

In our inversion we find that the deeper prolate spheroid deformation source, which we interpret as

draw-up from a deeper magma reservoir in response to each explosion, is the dominant deformation

source in most explosions. It may be reasonable then to observe total volume changes larger than

the volume of erupted products if the drawn-up magma is not erupted during the explosive phase, or

at all. Supporting this interpretation, there is poor correspondence between the volume of erupted

material during the explosions and the observed tilt magnitudes. The first 9 explosions produced

a total of 15.5 × 106 m3 DRE of erupted material with an average tilt change of 1.61 µrad on each

station during the explosions. The final 4 explosions (10-13) produced approximately the same

amount of erupted material with an average tilt change of 1.19 µrad on each station (excluding a
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150 µrad tilt change on a single seismometer during event 12).

Using the median geometric parameters from the seven event dual deformation source inversion

(Fig. 4.4) we are able to invert for the per-event parameters (deformation source pressure changes

and open conduit length) for all 13 explosions (Fig. A.3). In each case we find parameters that

can reasonably explain the southwest trending tilt changes associated with each eruption, but fail to

reproduce the larger event-to-event tilt changes that we believe are due to effects of mass flows.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions

We have utilized broadband seismometers to observe ground tilt, allowing us to investigate the

eruption dynamics of two different volcanic systems. At Mt. Erebus we demonstrate the absence

of tilting associated with Strombolian eruptions, lending further support to the interpretation of

Mt. Erebus as an end-member open vent magmatic system with a mechanically unobstructed upper

conduit system that does not show any viscous plugging. At Augustine Volcano we find tilt defor-

mation associated with explosions during the 2006 eruption. Our inversion of tilt measurements

from a subset of individual explosions shows a good fit to a dual deflation source model with a

depressurizing conduit above a deeper depressurizing prolate spheroid. This result is reasonably

consistent with magma system models constrained by petrologic, seismic, visual, and GPS data.

Tilt measurements can capture ground deformation signals that are of smaller amplitude and

shorter duration than what is possible with other geodetic techniques such as GNSS or InSAR.

Our study has demonstrated the usefulness of broadband seismometer derived tilt as a tool to in-

vestigate small deformations occurring on timescales of minutes to hours. Additionally, we have

demonstrated that broadband seismometer derived tilt can complement other geodetic observations

and be used in a probabilistic inversion framework to make inferences about the magmatic plumbing

of volcanoes using deformation signals from individual explosions.

Shorter period broadband seismometers (i.e., 30 or 60 s), such as those used at both Mt. Ere-

bus and Augustine Volcano in this study, are well suited to make ground tilt measurements. An

assumption of a tilt-dominated signal becomes defensible at periods of minutes or longer, allowing

observation of small and transient deformation signals. Transitioning to longer period instruments

(e.g. 240 or 360 s), while understandably desired by seismologists to increase quality of long period

ground motion records, will lead to a loss of the ability to capture the minute to tens of minute pe-

riod tilt signals that seismometer-derived tilt measurements are often used to observe. Tilt changes

over the course of hours or days, such as what Wiens et al. (2005) measure at Anatahan Volcano,

will still be observable, but tilting driven by changes in temperature and pressure or solid earth tides

is significant at longer periods and increases the noise floor of the technique. For studies on volca-

noes that seek to measure short-term transient tilt signals on timescales of minutes with broadband

seismometers, it will be better to use shorter period instruments.
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Appendix A: Supplemental Material
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Figure A.1: 2D histograms and marginal distributions of tilt source parameters in a single
deformation source inversion at Augustine Volcano using events 2, 3, 4, 6, 9, 11, and 13. a)
Parameters describing location and geometry of the depressurizing prolate spheroid source model
(Yang et al., 1988), shared between all events. b) Marginal distributions of per-event pressure
changes for the prolate spheroid source. The x position and y position parameter of the
deformation source (“Yang X”, “Yang Y”) are relative to the EPSG:3338 coordinate (32305,
1040960), which is approximately the center of the summit of Augustine Volcano. The number
above each marginal distribution in panel set a is the median value of the distribution, with the
difference between the median value and the 16% quantile (bottom) and 84% quantile (top) to the
right.
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Figure A.2: Locations of mass flows (avalanches, lahars, and pyroclastic flows) at Augustine
Volcano (black) mapped by Coombs et al. (2010) and tilt changes associated with each explosion
during the 2006 eruption (red arrows). Each mass flow is plotted with the event that generated it.
When there is uncertainty about the exact event that generated a mass flow it is plotted with all
events that may have generated it. There is some correlation between mass flows and spurious tilts
observed on broadband seismometers (e.g., AU12 during event 5, AU14 during event 7, and
AU12 during event 10), however not all mass flows emplaced near seismometers cause spurious
tilt, and not all spurious tilts are associated with mass flows mapped by Coombs et al. (2010).
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Figure A.3: Maps of broadband seismometer-based tilt measurements from each of the thirteen
explosions during the explosive phase of the 2006 eruption of Augustine Volcano (red) and
modeled tilt from a prolate spheroid and open conduit pressure source pair that are fixed to the
median geometric parameters from the dual deformation source inversion using a subset of the
explosions (Figure 4.3 panel sets a and b) (blue). The pressure change of each source and the
length of the open conduit source are inverted for each event, and we plot the median posterior tilt
in each case. The events with bold borders are used in the dual deformation source inversion using
a subset of the explosions.
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Figure A.4: Posterior distributions of prolate spheroid volume changes for each event used in the
deformation source inversion at Augustine Volcano. Volume changes are calculated using the
method of Amoruso & Crescentini (2009). The median volume change values (to the right of each
panel) are large compared to the total erupted volume during the explosive phase, however we
believe the deformation we observe is only caused in part by the evacuation of the upper conduit
of Augustine Volcano during each explosion and that the bulk of the deformation signal comes
from mobilization of magma in a deeper reservoir, which may experience volume changes that are
significantly different than the volume of erupted material.
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Figure A.5: Tilt time series during each explosion of the 2006 eruption of Augustine Volcano.
Vertical dashed lines in each panel show the reference times between which a tilt change is
calculated for each explosion.
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Table A.1: UTC times of events in the catalog created by Knox et al. (2018) used to generate the
stacked tilt time series from seismometers E1S and NKB at Mt. Erebus. (Format: yyyy-mm-dd
HH:MM:SS)

2007-02-11 05:12:35
2007-02-07 02:54:19
2007-02-04 05:49:28
2007-02-16 08:34:49
2007-02-03 09:43:34
2007-02-14 05:12:42
2007-02-15 01:47:29
2007-01-25 05:04:32
2007-02-11 11:36:07
2007-02-09 11:22:08
2007-02-04 02:40:48
2007-02-22 09:05:55
2007-02-06 10:21:31
2007-02-01 12:33:34
2007-02-21 03:54:20
2007-02-14 08:09:28
2006-01-17 01:21:31
2007-01-30 08:55:51
2007-01-31 09:06:00
2007-02-10 11:32:44
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