Seismicity front induced by fluid injection on rough faults Ge.
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behavior (Figure 5).
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Figure 3 Histograms of apparent diffusivity of seismicity front Dwith different random seeds.
Models with the same roughness and initial stress state have comparable apparent diffusivities.
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Figure 5 Slower (left) and faster (right) back-front. Background color: spatio-temporal evolution of Coulomb stress.
White dashed curve: best fit to a square root function for back-front.
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