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Pick-Based vs. Waveform Based Event Detection
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evaluated using the same test data sets. In this study, we facilitate a direct
comparison by processing the same data set using the PEDAL pick-based signal
associator and with the WCEDS waveform back-projection method. Both software

packages were developed by Sandia National Laboratories (see References). PEDAL vs. WCEDS Data Processing Results Conclusions & Future Work
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