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Text S1. Faulting interaction and triggering of large earthquakes in Haiti

To investigate the triggering mechanism, we calculate the static Coulomb fail-
ure stress changes (King et al., 1994; Lin & Stein, 2004; Toda et al., 2005; Wang et al.,
2021) on faults with the E2 geometry from the E1 rupture (Fig. S6). We find minor
Coulomb stress changes (<20 kPa at 10 km) near the E2 domain (Fig. S6). The stress
changes are positive and may have brought the fault closer to failure. However, such
an impact would be marginal given the small perturbation values (<20 kPa), suggest-
ing that the static stress change from E1 was unlikely the sole nucleation cause of E2.
We also test the Coulomb stress effects of E1 on the western strand of EPGF. We find
greater static stress changes in this case comparing to the E2 case when assuming a
target fault with a left-lateral strike-slip geometry along EPGF (Fig. S6). This further
confirms the importance of the dynamic effects as an EPGF strand should have slipped
if the static stress change was the key driving factor.

The 2021 Haiti earthquake locates ~96 km apart from the 2010 Haiti earthquake,
and both earthquakes involve blind thrust faults in a similar fashion (Hayes et al., 2010).
In order to evaluate a possible interaction between the 2010 and 2021 Haiti earthquakes,
we calculate the Coulomb stress changes on the E1 fault induced by the 2010 Haiti
earthquake (Hayes et al., 2010) (Fig. S7). The result shows positive Coulomb stress
perturbations near the 2021 hypocenter, but the stress changes are negligible at a 12 km
depth as <10 kPa. Our model of simple Coulomb stress interactions does not predict
an obvious causal relationship between the two earthquakes (Fig. S7). Intriguingly,
the 2010 Haiti earthquake would cause a greater static stress perturbation at the 2021
hypocenter if the receiver fault shares the EPGF geometry (Fig. S7). We speculate that
the static stress changes alone from the 2010 Haiti earthquake are unlikely to enable
the failure (E1) of the 2021 Haiti earthquake.
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pass filtered at 0.2-1 Hz. The right panel shows the station distribution.
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Figure S2. The observed (black) and synthetic (red) waveforms of the optimal finite-fault model.

The station code is shown in each panel. The lower-right panel shows the station distribution.
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Figure S4. Resolvability test for the finite-fault inversion. (a,b) show the input model (Fig. 3) and
(c,d) show the output model. (a,c) The moment rate functions of the finite-fault models. The beach
balls are the centroid moment tensor solutions of the finite-fault models for the snapshot time win-
dows of every 1 s. (b,d) The spatiotemporal distributions of the finite-faults model in comparison
with the back-projection results. The distributions are projected along a direction of 268° azimuth
(middle panel) and along the depth of the finite-fault model domain (bottom panel). The contours
show the slip rate distributions. The colored dots are from the back-projection results. The vertical
bars show the uncertainty estimates from the jackknife re-sampling exercise and the horizontal

bars show the stacking window lengths. The black lines are the reference rupture speeds.
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Figure S5. Station distributions used for (a) finite-fault and (b) back-projection analyses. The
station locations are projected as yellow (finite-fault model) and green (back-projection) dots at the
P wave ray piercing points at the lower focal sphere. The beach ball is the double-couple solution of

the centroid moment tensor shown in Fig. 2b at 0-1s.
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Figure S6. Coulomb stress analyses of the 2021 Haiti earthquake. (a) The optimal finite-fault

solution of the 2021 Haiti earthquake as shown in Fig. 1. Lower panels show the Coulomb stress

changes at 10-km depth for a target fault geometry of (b) 223°/90°/0° (strike/dip/rake) and the

EPGF geometry of (c) 268°/90°/0°. The Coulomb stresses are calculated with a friction coefficient

of 0.4, poison ratio of 0.25, and Young’s modulus of 8x10> bars. The source fault geometry is set as

278.4°/62.7°/77.1° with an extent of 40-km in length and 30-km in width. The shallow edge of the

source fault is at 0.8-km depth. We assume a uniform slip of 1.37 m for the source fault based on

our rupture episode E1 (Fig. 1). The E2 location is outlined by a solid black line.
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Figure S7. Coulomb stress analyses of the 2010 Haiti earthquake. Coulomb stress changes at
12-km depth on a target fault (a) of 278.4°/62.7°/77.1° (strike/dip/rake) as E1 and the EPGF
geometry (b) of 268°/90°/0° . The Coulomb stresses are calculated with a friction coefficient

of 0.4, poison ratio of 0.25, and Young’s modulus of 8x10> bars. The source fault geometries

of the 2010 Haiti earthquake are from Hayes et al. (2010). The finite-fault model of the 2010

Haiti earthquake is from Hayes et al. (2010) archived at SRCMOD (Mai & Thingbaijam, 2014)
(http://equake-rc.info/SRCMOD/searchmodels/viewmodel/s2010HAITIx01HAYE/). For the 2010
Haiti earthquake, we assume a pure vertical slip for fault B and left-lateral slip for faults A and C

based on the model of Hayes et al. (2010).


http://equake-rc.info/SRCMOD/searchmodels/viewmodel/s2010HAITIx01HAYE/

(a) Descending \\} (b) Ascending 1 E
@
18.5°N &£
05
o
]
hel
LOS<— =D _>L0S 92}
18.0°N L, : : km 7 : : ] 19
745°W  740°W  735°W  73.0°W T745°W  T740°W  735°W  73.0°W
(c) Descending (USGS) ~—) ][ (d) Ascending (USGS) ~)
O @)
18.5°N /,_i’.‘g_,_*/ H
LOS<— = oy _>LOS = oy
18.0°N 4 | : : 20kmI HT : : 20kmI
(e) Descending \\} (f) Ascending

(FhisTstudy_but using GCMT mechanism) (This study_but using GCMT mechanism)
~— “‘\_\y"

18.5°N //il_’——/ . ’-_7/—\,\,“

18.0°N 4 LOS <— = 20 km | _—>LOS = 20 km
(g) Descending (This study: E1 + EM (h) Ascending (This study: E1 + EZ)N 1 E
@) @) <
18.5°N A H g
B = . sla T="lto §
a
L
R = ©
180°N-LOS(\ e 20 km _/>LOS o) 20 km A 8
. T I I I T 1] I I -
(i) Descending (This study: E1 + E1)>—_ |[(j) Ascending (This study: E1 + E1) ~——)
@)
18.5°N 1 /%_/
18.0°N - _/7LOS = 20 km
(k) Descending (This study: E1 + EPGF-)\‘} () Ascending (This study: E1 + EPGF‘)\\}
S S
. R _ Ea
LOS <— ™D 20 km —>LOS = 20 km

18.0°N - T T T T | T T T
74.5°W 74.0°W 73.5°W 73.0°W  74.5°W 74.0°W 73.5°W 73.0°W

Figure S8. Line-of-sight (LOS) displacement maps from ALOS-2/PALSAR-2 (a) descending and
(b) ascending tracks processed by Geospatial Information Authority of Japan (2021). Interfero-
metric differences are between December 10, 2019 and August 17, 2021 for the descending frame,
and between December 23, 2020 and August 18, 2021 for the ascending frame. The dashed circle
in Fig. S8b highlights the largest deformation area and the oblique lineament cutting through an
EPGF strand. The LOS displacements maps predicted by (c,d) the USGS NEIC finite-fault solution
(U.S. Geological Survey Earthquake Hazards Program, 2017), (e,f) a model fixing the subfaults as
having the GCMT focal mechanism (Dziewonski et al., 1981; Ekstrom et al., 2012) but with our
obtained moments, (g,h) our preferred finite-fault solution, (i,j) a model fixing the E2 strike as that
of the E1 and keeping the remaining parameters the same as our preferred finite-fault solution, and
(k1) a model fixing the E2 strike as that of EPGF (268°) and keeping the remaining parameters the
same as our preferred finite-fault solution. The arrows show the LOS direction. The star shows the
epicenter of the 2021 Haiti earthquake. The black lines show active faults in the region (Styron et

al., 2020). ~10-
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Figure S9. Line-of-sight (LOS) displacement maps from Sentinel-1 (a) descending and (b) as-
cending tracks processed by NASA/JPL-Caltech/Copernicus (2021). Interferometric differences
are between August 3, 2021 and August 15, 2021 for the descending frame, and between August 5,
2021 and August 17, 2021 for the ascending frame. The LOS displacements maps predicted by (c,d)
the USGS NEIC finite-fault solution (U.S. Geological Survey Earthquake Hazards Program, 2017),
(e,f) a model fixing the subfaults as having the GCMT focal mechanism (Dziewonski et al., 1981;
Ekstrom et al., 2012) but with our obtained moments, (g,h) our preferred finite-fault solution, (i,j)
a model fixing the E2 strike as that of the E1 and keeping the remaining parameters the same as
our preferred finite-fault solution, and (k,1) a model fixing the E2 strike as that of EPGF (268°) and
keeping the remaining parameters the same as our preferred finite-fault solution. The arrows show
the LOS direction. The star shows the epicenter of the 2021 Haiti earthquake. The black lines show

active faults in the region (Styron et al., 2020).
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Figure S10.

Comparison of Rayleigh-to-Love wave amplitude ratios for stations within 30°

epicentral distance. (a) observation, (b) prediction from the GCMT solution (Dziewonski et al.,

1981; Ekstrom et al., 2012), (c) prediction from our finite-fault solution (Fig. 1b), and (d) similar

to Fig. S10c, but using the EPGF strike (268°) for the E2 domain. The bottom panels are similar

to the top panels but for evenly spaced virtual stations. We compute synthetic waveforms using

Instaseis method (van Driel et al., 2015). The Instaseis method uses a pre-computed Green’s func-

tion database, which is calculated by the axisymmetric spectral-element code AxiSEM with the

anisotropic version of the PREM model up to 5 s (Dziewonski & Anderson, 1981; Nissen-Meyer

et al.,, 2014) and can be directly obtained from IRIS DMC Syngine (Krischer et al., 2017). The star

shows the epicenter of the 2021 Haiti earthquake. The dashed line is an epicentral distance at 30°.
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