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SUMMARY
Optimal transport (OT) distances have been recently proposed to miti-
gate the non-convexity of the L2 misfit function in FWI. However, OT is
only applicable to positive and normalized data. To overcome this diffi-
culty, we have proposed two strategies, one based on the Kantorovich-
Rubinstein (KR) norm, which extends a specific OT distance to the
comparison of signed data, the other based on the interpretation of the
discrete graph space of the data through OT. In this study, we com-
pare these two approaches for the inversion of 3D OBC data from the
Valhall field, using a visco-acoustic time-domain FWI algorithm. Start-
ing from a crude initial velocity model, both KR and graph space ap-
proaches provide more reliable results than L2, the best results being
obtained with the graph space approach. Thanks to a recently devel-
oped numerical approach, the computational cost increase is limited in
this case to approximately 15 % compared to standard L2 FWI.

INTRODUCTION
Full waveform inversion (FWI) is a high-resolution seismic imaging
data fitting based procedure, now routinely used for exploration and re-
gional scale targets (Fichtner et al., 2010; Plessix and Perkins, 2010;
Stopin et al., 2014; Bozdağ et al., 2016). Despite successful applica-
tions, and its ability to account for an increasingly complex physics
of wave propagation (from simple acoustic to visco-elastic approxima-
tion), one major issue still relies on the non-convexity of the L2 misfit
function which is minimized. This makes FWI strongly dependent on
the accuracy of the initial model, as well as the lowest frequency avail-
able in the data (phase ambiguity/cycle skipping issue) (Virieux and
Operto, 2009).

Among recent attempts to mitigate this issue, optimal transport (OT)
based misfit functions have been proposed (Engquist and Froese, 2014;
Métivier et al., 2016b; Yang et al., 2018b; Métivier et al., 2018) . The
convexity of the OT distance with respect to shifted patterns makes it
a good candidate to improve the convexity of FWI misfit functions.
However, OT theory is founded for the comparison of probability dis-
tributions, hence not directly applicable for the comparison of seismic
data which are oscillatory, non-positive functions.

We have proposed two strategies to overcome this issue. The first con-
sists in considering a specific OT distance, which naturally extends to
the comparison of signed functions, known as the Kantorovich Rubin-
stein (KR) norm (Métivier et al., 2016a,b). The second consists in
comparing the discrete graph of the data through OT rather than the
data itself, referred to as the GSOT approach in the following. While
the KR approach makes it possible to compare directly 2-dimensional
shot gathers and widen the valley of attraction of the misfit function, it
loses the convexity property of OT. The GSOT preserves this convexity
property; however, it is applied trace by trace and requires to solve a
2D OT problem for each trace, yielding possible large computational
cost (Métivier et al., 2018).

We have recently designed a numerical strategy which makes possible
the application of the GSOT strategy to realistic size FWI problems
(Métivier et al., 2019). In this study, we want to compare the KR and
GSOT approach on the 3D OBC Valhall data, to assess their interest
in designing more robust FWI schemes on field data. We apply these
techniques in the frame of time-domain visco-acoustic FWI. Starting
from a crude initial velocity model, the KR and GSOT approach pro-
vide more reliable results than L2, the best results being obtained with
the GSOT approach. The computational cost increase is limited in this
case to approximately 15% compared to L2 FWI.

METHODS
We first review the KR and GSOT misfit function formulations, as well
as their corresponding adjoint sources for the gradient computation fol-
lowing the adjoint state strategy (Plessix, 2006). We denote the ob-
served and calculated data set by dobs(xr,xs, t) and dcal [m](xr,xs, t) re-
spectively, where (xr,xs) denotes the spatial position of the receivers
and sources, t is the time index, and [m] indicates the dependency of
the calculated data with respect to the model parameters m.

KR strategy
The KR misfit function is based on the dual of the 1-Wasserstein dis-
tance, using an `1 ground distance. It is expressed as

fKR[m] =
∑

s

gs(dcal [m],dobs),

gs(dcal ,dobs) = max
ϕs∈Lip1

∫
xr

∫
t
ϕs(xr, t)(dcal(xs,xr, t)−dobs(xs,xr, t))dtdxr,

(1)
where Lip1 is the set of 1-Lipschitz functions for the `1 distance

Lip1 =
{

ϕ(xr, t), |ϕ(xr, t)−ϕ(x′r, t
′)|< |xr− x′r|+ |t− t ′|

}
. (2)

The adjoint source is given by

∂gs

∂dcal
= ϕs(xr, t), (3)

where

ϕs(xr, t) = argmax
ϕs∈Lip1

∫
xr

∫
t
ϕs(xr, t)(dcal(xs,xr, t)−dobs(xs,xr, t))dtdxr.

(4)
The computation of the KR misfit function and its corresponding ad-
joint source thus requires to solve a single constrained maximization
problem per shot gather. This is performed through the proximal split-
ting algorithm ADMM (Combettes and Pesquet, 2011). At each iter-
ation, a Poisson’s problem is solved, for which we use an FFT-based
solver. This yields an O(N logN) algorithm per iteration to be applied
independently to each shot gather, where N = Nr×Nt with Nr the num-
ber of receivers and Nt the number of time samples.

GSOT strategy
The GSOT strategy compares the discrete graph of the observed and
calculated data for each trace independently. We introduce

scal,s,r[m](t) = dcal [m](xr,xs, t), sobs,s,r(t) = dobs(xr,xs, t). (5)

The corresponding misfit function is formulated as

fGSOT [m] =
∑

s

∑
r

h(scal,s,r[m],sobs,s,r),

h(scal ,sobs) = min
σ∈S(Nt )

Nt∑
i=1

ciσ(i)(scal ,sobs),
(6)

with ci j the `2 distance between the discrete points of the graph (ti,scal(ti))
and

(
t j,sobs(t j)

)
ci j(scal ,sobs) = |ti− t j|2 +η

2|scal(ti)− sobs(ti)|2, (7)

and S(Nt) the ensemble of permutations of (1 . . .Nt). The function h
corresponds to the 2-Wasserstein distance between the discrete graph
of the calculated trace scal(t) and the observed trace sobs(t).

The scaling parameter η controls the convexity of the misfit function
fGSOT with respect to time shifts. In practice, we define it as

η =
τ

A
, (8)
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where τ is a user-defined parameter corresponding to the maximum
expected time shift between observed and calculated data in the initial
model, and A is the maximum amplitude discrepancy between observed
and calculated data.
The adjoint source of the misfit function fGSOT [m] is computed from
∂h

∂cal
. We prove in Métivier et al. (2019) the following equality: Denot-

ing σ∗ the minimizer in (6), we have

∂h
∂cal

= 2
(

dcal −dσ∗
obs

)
, (9)

where
dσ∗

obs(ti) = dobs(tσ∗(i)) (10)

The GSOT approach can thus be viewed as a generalization of the L2

distance: The adjoint source is equal to the difference between cal-
culated and observed data at time samples connected by the optimal
assignment σ∗. Similarly as the KR approach, the solution of the prob-
lem (6) provides the information to compute both the misfit function
and the adjoint source.
To solve (6) efficiently, we use the auction algorithm (Bertsekas and
Castanon, 1989), dedicated to the solution of linear sum assignment
problems (LSAP) such as (6). Despite a relatively high computational
complexity in O(N3

t ), it is quite efficient for small dense instances of
LSAP. Resampling the data close to the Nyquist frequency yields such
small scale problems making the GSOT feasible for realistic scale FWI
applications, as we will see in the application presented here.

APPLICATION TO 3D OBC DATA FROM THE VALHALL FIELD
Geological context, data, and preprocessing
The Valhall field is located in the North Sea and has been in production
since 1982 (Barkved et al., 2010).
The Valhall permanent 3-D wide aperture/azimuth seismic array (LoFS)
has been installed in 2003 (Barkved et al., 2004). It covers a surface
of 145 km2. The acquisition is composed of 12 cables laying on the
seafloor at 70 m equipped with approximately 2500 four-component
receivers. Data are acquired by firing a seismic source every 50 m by
50 m at a depth of 5 m. The total recording time is 8 s.
The data have been preprocessed internally (Kamath et al., 2018). The
processing consists of applying source-receiver reciprocity to decrease
the number of sources to 2046, then removing noisy traces, de-spiking,
and filtering the data to a 2.5-5 Hz frequency band.
While the KR approach can be formally applied to the entire 3D shot-
gathers, it is easier, from implementation and computational cost point
of view, to apply it to multiple 2D lines (Poncet et al., 2018). The
Poisson’s solver which is used within the KR approach also requires
to work on a regular discretization of the shot gather. In this multiple
2D strategy, this implies a regular spacing between receivers, which is
not guaranteed by the original acquisition. For this reason, we have
interpolated the dataset on multiple 2D lines. For each time sample
of the data, the interpolation is constructed by triangulating the input
data, and on each triangle performing linear barycentric interpolation.
We use this interpolated dataset with the three methods (L2, KR, and
GSOT) for fair comparison even if it is only required for the KR ap-
proach.

FWI workflow
We consider FWI based on a time-domain VTI visco-acoustic solver
(Yang et al., 2018a). The code is parallelized over shots with MPI and
for finite-difference modeling and OT computations with OpenMP. The
initial model for ε and δ are provided by AkerBP and are derived from
reflection tomography (TOMO). The quality factor Qp model used is
simple: 1000 in the shallow water layer (70 m depth), 200 below. We
consider two initial VP models (Fig.1). The first is derived from TOMO,
the second is a smoothed version of this TOMO model, using a Gaus-
sian smoothing with 500 m correlation lengths in the three spatial di-
rections. The initial density models ρ are derived from these models
using Gardner’s law.

To decrease the computational cost, we rely on source subsampling,
with 120 sources used per cycle, each source being used only once in
the whole process (Warner et al., 2013). Each cycle corresponds to 3
iterations of FWI, 51 iterations are required to use all the 2046 shot-
gather. For a fair comparison between misfit functions, we use the
same selection of sources, keeping a trace of the seed generating the
pseudo-random source selection.
A source estimation is performed at the beginning of each cycle. The
minimization of the misfit function is performed using the l-BFGS al-
gorithm of the SEISCOPE toolbox (Métivier and Brossier, 2016). The
memory l is set to 3 according to the previous settings.

FWI results
Starting from the TOMO model, we obtain satisfying and comparable
results using the three different misfit functions (Fig.3a-l). This consti-
tutes our reference to compare the improvement gained using optimal
transport approaches. In the first slice at z = 210 m (Fig.3a-c), we
observe the reconstruction of what appears to be channel-like deposits.
We can notice that the imprint of the acquisition is smoothed using both
KR and GSOT approaches, especially with GSOT. The second slice at
z = 980 m (Fig.3d-f) is taken within the low-velocity anomaly. The KR
approach exhibits little more artifacts; this could be related by the ap-
plication of the method line by line. The GSOT results seem less noisy,
the low-velocity anomaly being however less resolved than with the L2

misfit function. In Figure 3g-l, constant x slices for x = 3010 m and
x = 3990 m provide fairly similar results with the three misfit function,
indicating that they have converged towards a similar model.
In Figure 3m-x, we present the VP model obtained starting from the
second initial VP model. We still observe in Figure 3m-o that the im-
print of the acquisition is less visible using OT. In the second slice, at
z = 980 m, the L2 result presents some high-velocity values in the cen-
ter of the low-velocity anomaly (Fig. 3p). In Figure 3q and Figure 3r,
the results from the KR and GSOT approaches do not exhibit this high-
velocity anomaly. Still, both KR and GSOT reconstruct a clearer view
of this low-velocity anomaly at this depth. The constant x slice in Fig-
ure 3s-u exhibits a clear example of local minima by cycle skipping
with the L2 misfit function. Instead of the low-velocity anomaly, the
L2 FWI has wrongly increased the velocity to fit the data (Fig.3s). This
is not the case both with KR and GSOT. Besides, we observe that the
sharp velocity contrast below the low-velocity anomaly is better re-
constructed with GSOT than with KR (Fig. 3t). Figure 3v provides
another view of the cycle skipped L2 reconstruction with the presence
of a high-velocity artifact. Again, both KR and GSOT reconstructions
do not exhibit these artifacts. The anticline interface below the low-
velocity anomaly is better continuously reconstructed with GSOT.
The data fit for final reconstructed VP using L2, KR and GSOT starting
from the second initial VP model are presented in Figure 2. We can
observe an improvement using KR and GSOT compared to L2 in the
area highlighted by the black arrow and the dashed black arrow. Both
KR and GSOT can retrieve the shape of the gap present in the data with
more accuracy than the L2.
From a computational cost point of view, the increase, compared to
L2 is between 15-20 % for KR and 10-15% for GSOT for this low-
frequency application. Note that the OT overhead should decrease with
frequency as the computational complexity for modeling is in ω4 while
being in ω3 for GSOT.

CONCLUSION
The application of both KR and GSOT approaches to the Valhall 3D
field data show how the two strategies help to mitigate the cycle skip-
ping. The best results are obtained using the GSOT approach, which
is expected, as it preserves the convexity property of the OT distance
with respect to time shifts, which is not the case with KR. Besides, the
computational cost increase compared to L2 is limited. This is very en-
couraging and prompts us to investigate the interest of these techniques
for other applications and in other contexts in the future (visco-elastic
FWI, RWI).
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Figure 1: Initials VP models. The first column (a,c,e,g) corresponds to TOMO VP. The second column (b,d,f,h) corresponds to the Gaussian
smoothed of TOMO VP. The first line (a,b) in this VP panel corresponds to a horizontal slice at z = 210 m, the second line (c,d) to a horizontal slice
at z = 980 m. The third line (e,f) corresponds to a vertical slice at x = 3010 m and the last line (g,h) to a vertical slice at x = 3990 m.

a) b)

c) d)

Figure 2: Common shot gather panel with recorded traces on the left and mirrored-modeled traces on the right. a) correspond to a CSG for smoothed
TOMO initial model. a-c) correspond to a CSG inside the final reconstructed VP after 51 FWI iterations for respectively L2, KR and GSOT.
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Figure 3: Slices of the 5 Hz FWI models for L2 (first column), KR (second column) and GSOT (third column). The first four lines correspond to
TOMO VP initial model. The last four lines correspond to smoothed TOMO VP initial model. a-c) and m-o) correspond to a horizontal slice at
z = 210 m depth, d-f) and p-r) correspond to a horizontal slice at z = 980 m depth across the low-velocity zone. g-i) and s-u) correspond to inline
vertical slices at x = 3010 m that pass through the low-velocity zone, and j-l) and v-y) at x = 3990 m pass near the periphery of the low-velocity
zone.

10.1190/segam2019-3212002.1
Page    1298

© 2019 SEG
SEG International Exposition and 89th Annual Meeting



REFERENCES

Barkved, O., P. Heavey, J. H. Kommedal, J.-P. van Gestel, R. S. Ve, H. Pettersen, C. Kent, and U. Albertin, 2010, Business impact of full waveform
inversion at Valhall: 80th Annual International Meeting, SEG, Expanded Abstracts, 925–929, doi: https://doi.org/10.1190/1.3513929.

Barkved, O. I., J. H. Kommedal, and L. A. Thomsen, 2004, The role of multi-component seismic data in developing the Valhall field, Norway: 66th
Annual International Conference and Exhibition, EAGE, Extended Abstracts.

Bertsekas, D. P., and D. Castanon, 1989, The auction algorithm for the transportation problem: Annals of Operations Research, 20, 67–96, doi: https://
doi.org/10.1007/bf02216923.

Bozdag, E., D. Peter, M. Lefebvre, D. Komatitsch, J. Tromp, J. Hill, N. Podhorszki, and D. Pugmire, 2016, Global adjoint tomography: First-gen-
eration model: Geophysical Journal International, 207, 1739–1766, doi: https://doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggw356.

Combettes, P. L., and J.-C. Pesquet, 2011, Proximal splitting methods in signal processing, in Fixed-point algorithms for inverse problems in science
and engineering: Springer, Springer Optimization and Its Applications 49, 185–212.

Engquist, B., and B. D. Froese, 2014, Application of the Wasserstein metric to seismic signals: Communications in Mathematical Science, 12, 979–
988, doi: https://doi.org/10.4310/cms.2014.v12.n5.a7.

Fichtner, A., B. L. N. Kennett, H. Igel, and H. P. Bunge, 2010, Full waveform tomography for radially anisotropic structure: New insights into present
and past states of the Australasian upper mantle: Earth and Planetary Science Letters, 290, 270–280, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2009.12
.003.

Kamath, N., R. Brossier, L. Metivier, and P. Yang, 2018, 3D acoustic/viscoacoustic time-domain FWI of OBC data from the Valhall field: 88th Annual
International Meeting, SEG, Expanded Abstracts, 1093–1097, doi: https://doi.org/10.1190/segam2018-2997017.1.

Metivier, L., A. Allain, R. Brossier, Q. Mérigot, E. Oudet, and J. Virieux, 2018, Optimal transport for mitigating cycle skipping in full waveform
inversion: A graph space transform approach: Geophysics, 83, no. 5, R515–R540, doi: https://doi.org/10.1190/geo2017-0807.1.

Metivier, L., and R. Brossier, 2016, The SEISCOPE optimization toolbox: A large-scale nonlinear optimization library based on reverse commu-
nication: Geophysics, 81, no. 2, F11–F25, doi: https://doi.org/10.1190/geo2015-0031.1.

Metivier, L., R. Brossier, Q. Merigot, and E. Oudet, 2019, A graph space optimal transport distance as a generalization of Lp distances: Application to
a seismic imaging inverse problem: Inverse Problems, submitted.

Metivier, L., R. Brossier, Q. Merigot, E. Oudet, and J. Virieux, 2016a, Measuring the misfit between seismograms using an optimal transport distance:
Application to full waveform inversion: Geophysical Journal International, 205, 345–377, doi: https://doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggw014.

Metivier, L., R. Brossier, Q. Merigot, E. Oudet, and J. Virieux, 2016b, An optimal transport approach for seismic tomography: Application to 3D full
waveform inversion: Inverse Problems, 32, 115008, doi: https://doi.org/10.1088/0266-5611/32/11/115008.

Plessix, R. E., 2006, A review of the adjoint-state method for computing the gradient of a functional with geophysical applications: Geophysical
Journal International, 167, 495–503, doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246x.2006.02978.x.

Plessix, R. E., and C. Perkins, 2010, Full waveform inversion of a deep water ocean bottom seismometer dataset: First Break, 28, 71–78.
Poncet, R., J. Messud, M. Bader, G. Lambaré, G. Viguier, and C. Hidalgo, 2018, FWI with optimal transport: A 3D implementation and an application

on a field dataset: 80th Annual International Conference and Exhibition, EAGE, Extended Abstracts, doi: https://doi.org/10.3997/2214-4609
.201801029.

Stopin, A., R.-E. Plessix, and S. Al Abri, 2014, Multiparameter waveform inversion of a large wide-azimuth low-frequency land data set in Oman:
Geophysics, 79, no. 3, WA69–WA77, doi: https://doi.org/10.1190/geo2013-0323.1.

Virieux, J., and S. Operto, 2009, An overview of full waveform inversion in exploration geophysics: Geophysics, 74, no. 6, WCC1–WCC26, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1190/1.3238367.

Warner, M., A. Ratcliffe, T. Nangoo, J. Morgan, A. Umpleby, N. Shah, V. Vinje, I. Stekl, L. Guasch, C. Win, G. Conroy, and A. Bertrand, 2013,
Anisotropic 3D full-waveform inversion: Geophysics, 78, no. 2, R59–R80, doi: https://doi.org/10.1190/geo2012-0338.1.

Yang, P., R. Brossier, L. Métivier, J. Virieux, and W. Zhou, 2018a, A time-domain preconditioned truncated Newton approach to multiparameter
visco-acoustic full waveform inversion: SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 40, B1101–B1130, doi: https://doi.org/10.1137/17m1126126.

Yang, Y., B. Engquist, J. Sun, and B. F. Hamfeldt, 2018b, Application of optimal transport and the quadratic Wasserstein metric to full-waveform
inversion: Geophysics, 83, no. 1, R43–R62, doi: https://doi.org/10.1190/geo2016-0663.1.

10.1190/segam2019-3212002.1
Page    1299

© 2019 SEG
SEG International Exposition and 89th Annual Meeting

http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/1.3513929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/1.3513929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/1.3513929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/1.3513929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/bf02216923
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/bf02216923
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/bf02216923
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/bf02216923
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggw356
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggw356
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggw356
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/cms.2014.v12.n5.a7
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/cms.2014.v12.n5.a7
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/cms.2014.v12.n5.a7
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/cms.2014.v12.n5.a7
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/cms.2014.v12.n5.a7
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/cms.2014.v12.n5.a7
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/cms.2014.v12.n5.a7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2009.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2009.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2009.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2009.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2009.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2009.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2009.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/segam2018-2997017.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/segam2018-2997017.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/segam2018-2997017.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/segam2018-2997017.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2017-0807.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2017-0807.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2017-0807.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2017-0807.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2015-0031.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2015-0031.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2015-0031.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2015-0031.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggw014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggw014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggw014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0266-5611/32/11/115008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0266-5611/32/11/115008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0266-5611/32/11/115008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246x.2006.02978.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246x.2006.02978.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246x.2006.02978.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246x.2006.02978.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246x.2006.02978.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246x.2006.02978.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246x.2006.02978.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3997/2214-4609.201801029
http://dx.doi.org/10.3997/2214-4609.201801029
http://dx.doi.org/10.3997/2214-4609.201801029
http://dx.doi.org/10.3997/2214-4609.201801029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2013-0323.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2013-0323.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2013-0323.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2013-0323.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/1.3238367
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/1.3238367
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/1.3238367
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/1.3238367
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2012-0338.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2012-0338.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2012-0338.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2012-0338.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1137/17m1126126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1137/17m1126126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1137/17m1126126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2016-0663.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2016-0663.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2016-0663.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1190/geo2016-0663.1

	3212002
	oldsegam2019-3212002.1


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages true
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth 4
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




