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Abstract: Extracting meaningful information from large seismic datasets often 

requires estimating the uncertainty associated with the results for quantitative 

analysis. This uncertainty arises from both the raw data and the manually labeled 

annotations. We introduce an uncertainty estimation framework designed to calculate 

the uncertainty from manually labeled data. This framework can efficiently output 

the true posterior from large datasets. We apply the framework to extract Rayleigh 

wave phase velocity dispersion and compute the posterior distribution of the 

dispersion results. We utilize 62,899 noise cross-correlation function (NCF) data 

from 438 stations located in Yunnan Province and manually label the Rayleigh phase 

velocity dispersion curves. Dispersion curve extraction presents two key challenges: 

(1) Researchers typically derive dispersion curves from spectrograms in the period–

velocity domain, limiting the ability to directly study the relationship between NCFs 

and dispersion curves; (2) Assessing uncertainty in manually labeled data remains 

difficult. To address these challenges, the framework takes the NCFs as input and 

directly output both the dispersion values and the posterior of the dispersion values 

when processing the NCF data. This approach allows us to construct a flexible deep 

neural network (DNN) architecture that balances accuracy and computational 

efficiency.  
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1 Introduction  
There are many techniques for extracting information from seismic records. For example, we 

can determine the Pg/Sg arrival times from three-component waveform data(Mousavi et al., 2020; 

Yu et al., 2023; Yu & Wang, 2022; Zhu & Beroza, 2018), or we can extract phase/group velocity 

dispersion curves from dispersion spectrograms (Dong et al., 2021; Song et al., 2022; S. Yang et al., 



2022). These tasks require manually labeling data to train deep neural networks (DNN) or any other 

machine learning models. However, errors can occur when manually labeling data, and it is 

challenging to access these errors or uncertainties. In this paper, we demonstrate how to perform 

efficient approximate posterior inference with arbitrary DNN architectures and optimize the models 

using general stochastic gradient ascent techniques. We use the task of extracting Rayleigh wave 

dispersion curves as an example.  

Over the past decade, the ambient noise tomography has greatly increased our understanding 

of crust and upper mantle(Bensen et al., 2009; Fang et al., 2015; Li et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2023; 

Nimiya et al., 2023). In early studies, surface waves were widely used to investigate velocity 

structures on a global scale(Bensen et al., 2008; Y. Yang et al., 2007). Due to the layout of seismic 

arrays and the need to observe local shallow crustal structures, short-period surface waves ranging 

from 3 to 50 seconds have been extensively utilized (Liu et al., 2023). The inversion process using 

ambient noise cross-correlation surface waves generally involves two main steps (Fang et al., 2015): 

first, extracting dispersion curves from the ambient noise cross-correlation functions; second, 

inverse the 3D velocity from the dispersion curves. Extracting dispersion curves has become the 

key step in ambient noise tomography.  

Fundamental-mode Rayleigh and Love phase/group velocity dispersion curves are widely 

utilized in seismic tomography (S. Yang et al., 2022; Yao et al., 2005, 2006, 2011). The extraction 

of dispersion curves is typically based on either single-station or two-station analysis (Dong et al., 

2021), while ambient noise cross-correlation requires computing surface wave signals between 

arbitrary pairs of stations. Traditionally, dispersion curve extraction from noise cross-correlation 

functions (NCFs) relies on Frequency-Time Analysis (FTAN) methods to convert the NCF into a 

period–velocity spectrogram image (Yao et al., 2005, 2006, 2011). Once a high-quality spectrogram 

is obtained, the peak energy values are extracted to derive the dispersion curve. However, manually 

picking dispersion curves from such images is a labor-intensive process.  

To address this issue, recent studies have leveraged deep neural networks (DNNs) to automate 

dispersion curve extraction from spectrogram images. Zhang et al. (2020) employed U-Net model 

to extract group velocity curves from FTAN images. Dong et al. (2021) utilized U-Net-like model 

to extract multimode dispersion curves from Frequency-Bessel dispersion spectrum images. 

Similarly, S. Yang et al. (2022) applied a U-Net to extract fundamental mode of group and phase 

velocity dispersion from phase and group spectrograms. Most of these methods use FTAN images 

as input but do not provide uncertainty estimates when extracting dispersion curves. 

Thus, the task of extracting dispersion curves serves as an excellent example to validate our 

uncertainty estimation framework. Our framework can utilize arbitrary DNN architectures to meet 

the requirements of uncertainty estimation. A large-scale network can achieve higher accuracy and 

provide physical insights for dispersion curve extraction, while a medium-scale network offers a 

balance between accuracy and inference speed. The application to the ChinArray X1 dataset 

demonstrates that our framework can generate reliable dispersion curves along with a true posterior 



distribution of the dispersion curve. 

 

2 Method  

2.1 The uncertainty estimation framework 
We want to estimate the uncertainty of the dispersion 𝑑 when processing NCF data 𝑥: 

 𝑝(𝑑|𝑥)  ( 1 ) 

However, the posterior distribution of dispersion 𝑑 is intractable. While Markov Chian Monte 

Carlo (MCMC) methods methods (Li, 2021) can be used to estimate the posterior distribution, they 

involve computationally expensive iterative inference schemes (Kingma & Welling, 2022). To 

address this, we aim to optimize the models using general stochastic gradient ascent techniques.  

Therefore, we introduce a latent variable 𝑧  to generate the dispersion 𝑑 , and maximum the 

evidence lower bound (ELBO): 
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Let the prior of latent variables be the standard normal distribution 𝑝(𝑧|𝑥) = 𝒩(𝑧; 0, 1). The 

variational distribution 𝑞(𝑧|𝑥) = 𝒩(𝑧, 𝜇, 𝜎) is parameterized as a normal distribution. Then the 

first term can be described as: 
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The second term of ELBO can be: 
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Where 𝑧0 is sampled from 𝑞, 𝐽 is the length of vector 𝑧. We can utils a DNN to model 

𝑝(𝑑|𝑧, 𝑥) → 𝑑 = 𝐷𝑁𝑁(𝑧, 𝑥).  

There are two types of input: the raw NCF data 𝑥 with 1 Hz sampling rate; the noise data. 

There are two types of output 𝑑: the classification output 𝑦2 ∈ ℝ3 and regression output 𝑦4 ∈

ℝ3 , where 𝐾  is the number of periods that are marked by human. The regression output 𝑦54 

indicate the velocity value on the k-th period. The classification output 𝑦52 is used to mark the 

dispersion 𝑦54 on the k-th period is available, which 1 is available and 0 is filtered out. Then the 

overall structure of the input and output of the DNN model can be described as: 

 𝑦4 , 𝑦2 = 𝐷𝑁𝑁(𝑥, 𝑧) ( 6 ) 

The DNN model can be arbitrary structure, whose inputs are 𝑥, 𝑧 and outputs are 𝑦4 , 𝑦2. The 

𝐸𝐿𝑂𝐵 can be: 
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Where 𝑑4 , 𝑑2 is the target label of regression and classification.  

We build multi-layer Transformer as the DNN model. Shown in Figure 1 : 

 
Figure 1  The architecture of DNN models.  

2.2 Dataset 
In this study, we used data from the first phase of the ChinArray project and permanent seismic 

stations, totaling 438 stations, deployed by the Institute of Geophysics, China Earthquake 

Administration, between 2011 and 2013 in the northern segment of the North-South Seismic Belt. 

These stations provided dense coverage across the study region. The ambient noise cross-correlation 

functions (NCFs) were calculated using the method proposed by Benson et al., and dispersion curves 

were manually labeled following the method of EGFAnalysisTeimFreq (Yao et al., 2005, 2006, 

2011). A total of 62,899 usable NCFs with corresponding labeled dispersion data were obtained. 

The station distribution is shown in Figure 2 (a), illustrating a relatively uniform coverage; all NCFs 

are displayed in Figure 1(b), with most inter-station distances being less than 1000 km. 

For the cross-correlation function between two stations, A and B, the positive time axis can be 



regarded as surface waves propagating from A to B, while the negative time axis corresponds to 

propagation from B to A. In conventional processing, the positive and negative time axes are stacked 

together. However, since the waveform characteristics of the positive and negative halves are not 

entirely identical, we adopted two input data processing strategies: (1) The traditional method of 

stacking the positive and negative time axes, referred to in this paper as the stacked dataset; (2) 

Separately using the positive and negative halves along with their respective labels as independent 

training samples, thereby doubling the number of training data compared to the stacked dataset. This 

is referred to as the single-side dataset. All input NCFs were uniformly truncated to a length of 1024 

samples, corresponding to 1024 seconds. To minimize preprocessing overhead, we applied only 

minimal processing to the NCFs, which included detrending and normalization (standardization). 

Since simulated or augmented data may not closely represent real data, and the manually labeled 

dataset is sufficiently large, we did not perform any data augmentation or introduce synthetic data. 

The manually labeled dispersion points from the NCFs were organized into two types of labels 

(Figure 3 ). The classification output to predict which frequency points are usable. The regression 

output to predict the velocity values for the usable frequency points. The dispersion labels were 

annotated over the period range of 3–50 seconds, with one frequency point labeled at each 1-second 

interval. 

 
Figure 2  Distribution of seismic stations and cross-correlation data used for 

model training and testing. 

(a) Includes permanent stations (triangles) and mobile stations (dots), totaling 438 

stations. 

(b) Shows 62,899 manually labeled NCFs.  

 



 
Figure 3  The NCF and the label of classification and regression label 

(a) NCF waveform (input to the model); 

(b) Output from the classification model (indicating usable frequency points); 

(c) Output from the regression model (predicted velocity values at each frequency 

point). 

  

For model training, the dataset was divided into a training set and a test set. The training set 

was used to train the model, while the test set was used to evaluate the model's generalization 

capability. To ensure independence between the two sets and to make the test set representative of 

real-world application data, we selected NCFs in which at least one of the two stations was a 

permanent station as the training set, totaling 24,360 samples. The remaining data were used as the 

test set. By using a relatively small training dataset, we aimed to better reflect the model’s 

performance on real data. 

  

3 Results and Testing 

3.1 The prediction result 
The model can directly output the classification and regression result Figure 4 .  



 
Figure 4  Comparison Between Manual Labels and Automatic Picking Results 

(Four Random Samples) 

(a) NCF curves used for testing; 

(b)–(e) Automatic picking results for four samples. 

From the results, we observe that the classification outcomes (i.e., available or not available, 

as shown in Figure 4 ) closely resemble the manually labeled data. This indicates that the DNN 

model successfully learns the manual quality control scheme. Additionally, the available data exhibit 

greater continuity compared to the labeled data. The regression results closely match the manually 

labeled dispersion curve values, demonstrating that our model can directly output dispersion curves 

without relying on FTAN data. To further estimate the posterior distribution, we sample random 

data 𝑧~𝒩(𝜇∗, 𝜎∗), where the 𝜇∗, 𝜎∗ are derived from the training process, and then compute the 

statistical distribution of the dispersion results. The resulting distribution is shown in Figure 5  



 
Figure 5  The violin plot of the distribution predicted by DNN model.  

The distribution output by the DNN represents the true posterior, whereas most previous 

studies approximate the distribution as a Gaussian distribution. When the station distance is small, 

the predicted dispersion values at longer periods exhibit relatively larger uncertainty, which is 

consistent with the underlying physical mechanisms. 

 

 

3.2 Quantitative analysis  
To evaluate model performance, we compared the accuracy of models trained on single-side 

data. The testing was conducted on three types of data: (1) Stacked positive and negative NCF halves; 

(2) The side with stronger signal amplitude; (3) The side with weaker signal amplitude. 

Table 1  The statics on classification and regression result. 

Test dataset Precison Recall Mean error 

[km/s] 

Standard 

deviation [km/s] 

Stacked data 0.736 0.805 0.0056 0.0501 

Stronger data 0.755 0.769 0.0117 0.0510 

Weaker Data 0.747 0.735 0.0105 0.0620 

  

We can see from Table 1  that the stacked dataset has higher precision. We also plotted the 



error distribution for the model trained on single-side data and test on three types of datasets, as 

shown in Figure 6 . 

 
Figure 6  The error distribution of different test data.  

We can see from Figure 6 That 95.0% error are smaller than 3% on stacked data. The strong 

data has similar accuracy with stacked data. The weak data has lower accuracy. That means that we 

can use the tradition data, which are stacked, to get a moderate accuracy.  



 
Figure 7  The error distribution on different period. 

It can be observed from Figure 7 that the picking accuracy at 4 and 6 seconds is relatively low, 

whereas it improves significantly at longer periods. This is likely due to the lower signal-to-noise 

ratio at shorter periods and the higher reliability of dispersion signals at longer periods. 

 

 

4 Discussion  
We can also obtain the error distribution by adopting a strategy of adding noise to the data. To 

verify this approach, we trained a model without a latent variable and introduced Gaussian random 

noise with a standard deviation of 0.3 to generate different predictions. The results are shown in 

Figure 8 .  



 
Figure 8  Strategy of adding noise to obtain the distribution 

(a) different prediction result; 

(b) the violin plot of different periods. 

We observe that the distribution across different periods is consistent with the manually labeled 

data, where periods without manual labels exhibit higher uncertainty. However, since the true noise 

level of the NCF is unknown, it is challenging to add appropriate noise. Different noise levels added 

to the NCF data yield varying distribution results. Furthermore, the similarity in uncertainty across 

different periods suggests that the obtained distribution does not represent the true posterior. 

The model is built by Transformer, that means that we can see the relationship between the 

dispersion curve point and the NCF sampling point (Figure 9 ).  

 



 
Figure 9  The attention result when extracting dispersion curve.  

In Figure 9, we focus on the first attention map, which is closely related to the NCF data. The 

distribution of attention hotspots follows a trend similar to the dispersion curve. However, some 

hotspots appear outside the dispersion curve, indicating that the DNN utilizes additional waveform 

information beyond the surface wave region to extract dispersion characteristics. Since the distance 

information is not provided as input to the network, the DNN relies on additional waveform 

characteristics to identify the surface wave segment.  

 

5 Conclusion  
We developed a novel framework for estimating the posterior distribution in seismic data 

processing. The framework demonstrates strong performance in extracting surface wave dispersion. 

The key advantages of our framework are as follows: 

1. It allows the construction of arbitrary DNN architectures for data processing. 

2. It enables the use of stochastic gradient descent methods to estimate the posterior distribution, 

which is computationally more efficient than McMC methods. 

3. The framework is adaptable to various seismic data processing tasks with minimal 

modifications to the original network, such phase picking. 

4. The dispersion extraction model is end-to-end, allowing us to obtain additional insights, such 

as attention mechanisms, from the network. 

Uncertainty in inversion arises from both physical mechanisms and data uncertainty. Our 

framework effectively estimates data uncertainty. In future work, we aim to develop new methods 



to quantify uncertainty related to physical mechanisms. The test code is open source: 

https://github.com/cangyeone/dispersion 
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Appendix 

The CNN architecture used for extracting dispersion curve 
We have tested a CNN model to get the posterior of the model. The result can be seen from 

Figure 10 .  

 
Figure 10  The test accuracy of CNN model.  

(a) the prediction results of CNN; (b) the error distribution.  

We observe that the CNN model achieves results comparable to those of the Transformer model, 

with slightly higher accuracy. However, unlike the Transformer model, the CNN model does not 

provide an interpretable attention mechanism, making it more challenging to explain its decision-

making process.  

 

 

 

 


