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Algorithm to compute synthetic
seismograms

* Plane wave superposition
* Fourier space

* Builds up a reflection matrix layer
by layer SLS

. Kjartansson
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Seismogram 1D: Comparison
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OSIRIS™: Divergence Corrections 2D
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OSIRIS™:; 2D Vs. 3D

Comparison among differant algorithms (Normalized amplitudes)
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Eftect of Q (Wave Prop. 3D)
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Eitect of Q (Wave Prop. 3D)
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Conclusion

Small differences among attenuation approaches.
QQ-contrasts can generate reflections.

“Removing Q” 1in Hampson-Russell alters the phase
spectrum. Problems of stability.

Differences between consider either 2D or 3D wave
propagation in seismogram computations (Osiris) and also in
the kind of correction.

Q has a considerable impact on the AVO response ~ 10% in
the example.
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