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Figure 1. Location map of Anadarko basin area on map of Oklahoma, and Figure 2. "Fold Map” of the reprocessed megamerged 30
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Figure 5. Representative gathers and base map indicating their locations. Note that lo-
cation A and D have moderate amplitudes while B and C have low amplitudes at the
farther offsets. The small residual amplitudes beyond these ranges are due to migration
swings from the longer offset surveys.
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Figure 7. Horizon slices along the Oswego surface through offset-limited 8. Conclusions and Suggestlons:
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