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- A good velocity model of the whole area is crucial for imaging.
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First redatum,

--> 2 new datasets 

then image...

--> only local velocities needed 

--> more robust to velocity errors
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“R” from above

The two new datasets:
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“R” from below
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To image from below

The two new datasets:



Flow chart for “R” from above
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Flow chart for “R” from below
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Example 1



Example 1

 "Finite-difference modeling experiments for seismic interferometry" Thorbecke and Draganov, Geophysics, Vol. 76, no 6 (November-December); p H1--H18.



Example 1 – “R” (from above)
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http://janth.home.xs4all.nl/Publications/Articles/ThorbeckeDraganov2012.pdf


Example 1 – “R” (from below)
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Example 1 – images (from above)

1 2

3 4



Example 1 – images (from below)
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Example 1 – comparison (correct velocities) 

Combined local image  Image from the surface



Example 1 – comparison (wrong velocities) 
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Example 2 – “R” from above
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Example 2 – “R” from below
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Example 2 – images from above

1 2

3 4



Example 2 – images from below
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Example 2 – comparison (correct velocities) 

Combined local image  Image from the surface



Example 2 – comparison (wrong velocities) 

Combined local image  Image from the surface



Conclusions

● A new approach to deep imaging by combining surface and borehole 
seismic data; 

● Only single-component data is needed; 

● No macro-velocity model, completely data-driven;

● Robust images given wrong velocities;

● Better images without internal multiples.
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