arXiv:2004.09140v3 [cs.LG] 3 Jun 2020

Recurrent Convolutional Neural Networks help to
predict location of Earthquakes

Roman Kail, IITP RAS,
Alexey Zaytsev, Evgeny Burnaev, Skoltech

Abstract—We examine the applicability of modern neural
network architectures to the midterm prediction of earthquakes.
Our data-based classification model aims to predict if an earth-
quake with the magnitude above a threshold takes place at a
given area of size 10 x 10 kilometers in 10-60 days from a
given moment. Our deep neural network model has a recurrent
part (LSTM) that accounts for time dependencies between
earthquakes and a convolutional part that accounts for spatial
dependencies. Obtained results show that neural networks-based
models beat baseline feature-based models that also account
for spatio-temporal dependencies between different earthquakes.
For historical data on Japan earthquakes our model predicts
occurrence of an earthquake in 10 to 60 days from a given
moment with magnitude M. > 5 with quality metrics ROC
AUC 0.975 and PR AUC 0.0890, making 1.18 - 10° correct
predictions, while missing 2.09 - 10° earthquakes and making
192 - 10° false alarms. The baseline approach has similar ROC
AUC 0.992, number of correct predictions 1.19-10%, and missing
2.07-10° earthquakes, but significantly worse PR AUC 0.00911,
and number of false alarms 1004 - 10°.

I. INTRODUCTION

The earthquake prediction is a substantial but challenging
problem [9]. The goal is to predict the time and location of
a future earthquake. The two common ways to solve this
problem are physical modeling and machine learning based
on data on past observations.

While physical modeling is a well-established approach, it
covers only part of the full picture due to high uncertain-
ties in data and complex nonlinear behavior of seismicity.
An alternative is to construct a data-based machine learning
model to replace expensive and sometimes imprecise physical
modeling. The machine learning modeling appears to work
in various areas including drilling [18]], high energy physics
engineering [6]], and earthquake signal detection [23]. The
machine learning serves as an alternative or a complement
to physical modeling in earthquake prediction too [21} 22].

A typical machine learning model takes past information as
input and outputs a future earthquake probability [24} |4} |3}
14, |13]]. Different models use different available data sources
as inputs such as soil radon data [30] or history of past
earthquakes itself.

Classic workflow of machine learning algorithm includes
generation of precursors or another meaningful features from
available information as model input. In [4] authors used
eight seismic indicators based on seismic characteristics. The
authors of [5] proceed similarly but identify that the set of
useful seismic features for different regions can be different.
Other physics-inspired inputs are RTL features that aggregates

y
5

Longitude

Loj gitude
L AL

25 0 as 0 25 0 a5 50

35 0 35 40
Latitude Latitude
Input: earthquakes magnitudes for
the last 90 days

Output: for each region probability
that an earthquake will occur 30-90 days

Fig. 1: Workflow of our machine learning model: for each
region we put a mark with an indication of an earthquake
magnitude that occurs in this region; we get these indicators
for the last 150 days; the model outputs probability of an
earthquake with the magnitude greater or equal to a threshold
(e.g. 5). Probabilities are indicated by color intensity in the
right image.

the past seismic activity into a single index [29]]. To use RTL
features it is crucial to select good values of hyperparame-
ters [26].

More recent idea in machine learning community is to learn
the right input features from data using representation learning
based on Neural networks (NN). For earthquake prediction
usage of NN dates back to at least 1994 [2]. Another work [1]]
uses different class of NN Radial Basic Functions and in the
authors conclude that Radial Basis Functions Neural Networks
are also useful for large earthquakes prediction and adopt
specific methods for training of neural networks to handle class
imbalance in earthquake prediction problem.

Convolutional neural networks (CNN) also serve as ma-
chine learning models for earthquake prediction [25]. An
approach [16]] uses CNNs to predict earthquakes. The model
predicts the probability of an earthquake with a magnitude
larger than 6 happening in Taiwan in the next 30 days. The
authors create a binary map of earthquakes of size 256 x 256
with each pixel is an indicator of the occurrence of an
earthquake in the given region. These maps serve as inputs to
a CNN model. Another recent application of Recurrent Neural
Networks (RNN) is in [27]. The authors predict earthquakes
taking into account temporal and spatial correlations among
earthquakes. They predict earthquakes in 9 sub-regions of
China and use fully-connected NN block inside RNN solving



the problem at a global level.

According to our knowledge nobody considers local pre-
dictions of earthquakes at small areas. Also there is a limited
usage of modern Neural Networks for earthquake prediction.

In this paper we try to cover these gaps with the following
problem statement. We divide the whole target area into sub-
areas of size ~ 10 x 10 km and predict earthquake occurrence
in the next 10 — 50 days in each sub-area separately: our pre-
diction is local compared to the previous works. Inputs to our
machine learning model are past observations of earthquakes
on the same grid, so we have a significant number of inputs and
outputs. To reduce the number of parameters, we use CNNs
that able to generate useful data representations in computer
vision [15]] and remote sensing [[17] and learn well spatial
correlations. On top of them, we use RNNs that keep track
of the past events, enabling long term memory in our model.
The general scheme for our approach is in Figure [I] To train
and test our model, we use a large data sample of earthquakes
in Japan region.

Our main contributions are the following:

o We consider middle-time-range local earthquake predic-

tion using only information about past earthquakes.

o To solve this problem, we use neural networks that can
handle spatial and temporal dependencies between earth-
quakes. Our architecture is a recurrent neural network
with convolutional layers at each time step. The inclusion
of both types of dependencies improves the model.

e Our model works at a local scale and predicts the
probability of earthquakes at locations of 100 squared
kilometers size.

e Our model incorporates prior information on the fre-
quency of earthquakes at a particular location within
Neural network pipeline.

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

We consider earthquakes records over 26 years. Each
earthquake has four parameters: location (z,y), time ¢ and
magnitude M. We split the whole map into the grid of size
200 x 250 with each cell is ~ 10 km long and ~ 10 km wide
and predict earthquakes at each cell. Thus, if we identify an
earthquake in a cell, the location is precise enough for most
applications.

Our goal is to construct a model that predicts if there is
an earthquake in the time cylinder [T + Tinin, T + Tax]
for each cell using earthquake historical information up to
time 7. We consider middle time range earthquake prediction
with T, = 10 and T,,x = 50 days. To identify limits of
applicability of our model we consider different thresholds
M. = 3.5 and M, = 5 for the earthquake magnitude: our
target is to predict earthquakes with M > M,.. While smaller
thresholds M, are better from the machine learning point of
view, as the class imbalance is less severe, higher values of
M. are more interesting from a practical point of view.

We have pairs (x;,y;), where y; is the indicator of an
earthquake with a magnitude M > M., and x; is the vector
of features that represents times and specific locations of past
earthquakes. All these pairs form a sample D = {(x;, ;) }7 ;.
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Fig. 2: Histogram of magnitudes: the total sample size is about
250000. Only earthquakes with magnitude smaller or equal
to 6 are presented. There are only 350 earthquakes with a
magnitude greater or equal to 6 and only 2387 earthquakes
with magnitude greater or equal to 5. Also we see a local
maximum at 3, as our grid of observational stations are not
dense enough, and we miss some earthquakes with smaller
magnitudes.

Our goal is to create a model §(x) that is as close as possible to
the true value y(x). Thus, the considered problem is a machine
learning classification problem.

A. Data

In our work we consider a dataset from a typical seismic-
active region - Japan. The dataset consists of data about
247204 earthquakes that occurred in 1990 — 2016. Figure J2]
demonstrates the histogram of the number of earthquakes with
respect to the magnitude.

The sample is unbalanced. Most of classifiers and their
accuracy metrics are tailored to balanced samples. In our
case we should tune a classifier to make it more sensitive
to the target class. Also the sample is non-homogeneous as
the network of seismic stations changes over time and is
nonuniform. So we should take these into account during
feature generation.

III. METHODS
A. Naive baseline

A rather strong baseline for prediction of an earthquake
probability at a given location is usage of a historical mean
occurrence value at this subarea.

B. RTL features

Another approach for the midterm prediction of earthquakes
is usage of RTL features (Region-Time-Length) to identify the
probability of an earthquake in a given region [29]. RTL is
composed of weighted quantities associated with three param-
eters: time, location and magnitude of earthquakes and depend
on past earthquakes in space-time cylinder. So, the model
based on RTL features as inputs is an adequate baseline as



it takes into account these spatial and temporal dependencies
between earthquake events.

C. Ensembles of decision trees

Typical nonlinear baseline in classification problems is an
Ensemble of basic decision trees classifiers. The advantages
of this approach include a decent performance with default
settings [[10]], fast model construction, almost no over-fitting
and handling of various problems in data including missing
values and outliers.

Among various approaches for construction of Ensembles
of Decision Trees, the most used nowadays is Gradient
Boosting [11]. Modern implementations serve as baseline
in many practical problems [§]] and suitable for imbalanced
classification problems [19].

As inputs to Gradient Boosting classifiers we use either
RTL features with a set of hyperparameters g, ¢ty equal to the
optimal ones from [26] or binary indicators of earthquakes for
previous days.

D. Neural networks

1) RNNs: We adopt recurrent neural networks (RNNS) to
capture temporal dependencies. In particular, we use LSTM,
a type of RNN which uses additional state cell to enable
long-term memory [12]. In our case, we use two-dimensional
feature maps as hidden states compared to one-dimensional
hidden states in common LSTM, as we need some map-to-
map transformations.

2) CNNs: We process a distribution of earthquakes on the
map of 200 x 250 cells. To benefit from spatial dependencies
between earthquakes we use convolution neural networks [20],
which efficiently work with images or other two-dimensional
signals like remote-sensing data.

Our approach combines RNN and CNN architectures, as we
pass information through RNN in a form of a feature map,
obtained using CNN, see paragraph

E. Residuals normalization for neural networks

The naive classifier performs quite well. To take
advantage of it we adjust predicted earthquake probabilities
with naive classifier outputs as priors at the last neural network
layer. We make an inverse softmax transformation of prior
predictions at each cell. Then we add the neural network
output and combine NN and prior output, applying common
softmax transformation in the end. The following procedure
for classes 7 € {1,2} is used:

e An output of our model is do;. The naive prediction
before softmax equals o; = logp; + ¢, where p; is the
earthquake prior probability at a given location, c is a
hyperparameter that scales the power of this prior.

e We calculate o; + do;.

o The probability of an earthquake as the prediction of the
neural network is g; = softmax(o; + 00;).

e We use a threshold (e.g. ¢ = 0.5): if o > ¢, the model
reports an earthquake.

During training we use the cross-entropy loss function for pairs
of predicted probabilities ; and true labels y;.

F. Full pipeline
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Fig. 3: Proposed CNN-LSTM model. Green blocks represent
series of convolutions, orange blocks represent convolution
layers, circles — multiplications and additions, and o and
tanh — sigmoid and hyperbolic tangent activation functions
correspondingly.

Our main architecture depicted in Figure [3] follows the

pipeline:

1) We represent data as a sequence of heat maps: for each
cell we specify a magnitude of an earthquake on this
day; we set it to zero if no earthquake happened. The
input heat map at each time moment has size 200 x 250.

2) We pass the input heat map through a convolutional
network to create an embedding of size 200 x 250
with 16 channels. As an output of LSTM at each time
moment we have a hidden representation (short term
memory) of size 32 x200x 250, cell (long term memory)
representation of a similar size, and the output of size
32 x 200 x 250.

3) We transform to the output to the size 2 x 200 x 250
using a series of convolutions.

4) We follow the procedure described in paragraph to
modify our prediction according to the prior probabili-
ties of earthquakes at given locations.

We also tried U-net architecture [28]], often used for image

segmentation, instead of the convolutional architecture, but
results were worse.

IV. RESULTS

In this section we provide results of computation exper-
iments. After necessary definitions we observe selection of
hyperparameters for our algorithms in subsection and
then we compare all approaches in subsection The code
for the conducted experiments is available at github [1_1

Uhttps://github.com/romakail/Earthquake_prediction_DNN
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Weight M. =35 M.=5

ROC AUC PR AUC ROC AUC PR AUC
1 0.643 0.0323 0.517 0.00044
10 0.909 0.0345 0.493 0.00050
103 0.952 0.0806 0.890 0.00096
10° 0.948 0.0761 0.935 0.00133
107 0.961 0.0797 0911 0.00117

TABLE I: Dependence of CNN+LSTM model quality on the
weights of the minor class objects during training. Optimal
weights are significantly better than 1, while the usage of too
large weights for M, = 5 leads to performance degradation.

Method M. = 3.5 M. =5

ROC AUC PR AUC ROC AUC PR AUC
Baseline 0.901 0.052 0.674 0.00198
GradBoost, indicator 0.578 0.0573 0.549 0.00021
GradBoost, RTL 0.754 0.0139 0.820 0.00088
CNN 0.950 0.0179 0.808 0.00044
CNN+LSTM 0.952 0.0806 0.937 0.00152
CNN, resid. 0.966 0.0166 0.994 0.00776
CNN+LSTM, resid. 0.975 0.0890 0.992 0.00911

TABLE II: Dependence of the earthquake model quality on
the used method. Our method outperforms other options; also
usage of both CNN and LSTM along with residuals training
provides further improvement. At the same time Gradient
Boosting performs worse than the baseline.

A. Quality metrics

Accuracy metric is unrepresentative due to class imbalance:
a constant prediction “no-earthquake” has a very high accu-
racy. Instead we calculate two types of errors: number of
False Negatives (FN) — objects of the first class attributed
by the classification to the second class, number of False
Positives (FP) — objects of the second class attributed by
the classification to the first class.

We also use standard in machine learning community
metrics ROC AUC and PR AUC. Both these metrics lie
in the interval [0, 1] and their higher values correspond to
better models. PR AUC suits better for measuring quality in
imbalanced classification problems [7, |19].

B. Compared algorithms

We compare the methods from Section

o Baseline — outputs mean earthquake probability at a
given location obtained from historical data.

o Grad. boosting, indicator — Gradient boosting with earth-
quake indicator input features.

¢ Grad. boosting, RTL. — Gradient boosting with earth-
quake RTL input features, see paragraph

o CNN — series of stacked one by one convolution layers,
trained on given amount of previous days.

e CNN+LSTM — Recurrent neural network, which passes
data as a feature map, obtained by CNN.

o CNN, resid. (residuals) — same as CNN, but it predicts
a residual to o;, see paragraph

e CNN+LSTM, resid. (residuals) — same as CNN+LSTM,
but it predicts a residual to o;, see paragraph

Our approach (CNN+LSTM, resid.) Baseline
Threshold FN FP Threshold FN FP
M. = 3.5
0.0001 6.4 4400 0.0001 10.85 6971
0.1 16.2 2120 0.1 36.55 1006
0.99 78.8 80 0.99 77.20 21.85
M.=5
0.0001 0.81 502 0.0001 2.07 1004

0.1 2.09 192 0.3 2.51 164.2
0.99 2.74 92 0.9 3.05 29.79

TABLE III: Values in thousands of True positive (TP, detected
events), False Negative (FN, undetected events), False Positive
(False Alarms about future earthquakes), True Negative (TN,
correct no alarm about future earthquakes) for different values
of probability threshold ¢ for the best method CNN + LSTM,
M., =3.5and M, = 5.

C. Fighting class imbalance

To deal with the class imbalance we use an oversampling
technique increasing weights for the less populated minor class
objects during training, while keeping weights for the major
class objects equal to 1. The dependence of model quality on
the weight of the minor class objects is in Table [l In other
experiments we use weight 1000 providing performance close
to optimal.

D. Comparison of proposed models

In Table we compare our methods based on neural
networks with general Gradient boosting approach and Naive
baseline. Both PR AUC and ROC AUC scores suggest that
the performance of our models is better. Moreover, taking
into account residuals during the prediction further improves
the model. The improvement is significant for both magnitude
thresholds M, = 3.5 and M, = 5.

Number of errors of different kind for our best classifier for
a varying threshold is in Table We see, that we can select
a trade-off between the number of False alarms (FP) and the
number of missed earthquakes given by our model.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Modern neural network architectures are good for the
midterm prediction of earthquakes. Our machine learning
model predicts if an earthquake with a magnitude above a
given threshold takes place at a given location in a time range
of 10-60 days from a selected moment.

Recurrent and Deep Convolutional Neural Networks ac-
count for time and spatial dependencies correspondingly. A
machine learning model based on these architectures provides
a decent quality. Thus, we replace hand-crafted features by
features automatically extracted by neural networks, avoiding
manual feature generation.

For historical data on Japan earthquakes, our model has
ROC AUC 0.975 and PR AUC 0.0890 compared to lower
values 0.992 and 0.00911 for the baseline approach. More
intuitive quality metrics are amount of undetected events of
occurence of earthquakes with magnitude M, > 5 in the next
10 — 50 days (2.09 - 10 vs 2.07 - 10%) and corresponding
number of false alarms (192103 vs 1004 - 10%) with the same



amount of properly detected earthquakes on the test dataset.
The proposed model significantly decreases number of false
alarms and increases PR AUC.
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