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In Fig. 6+7 the first 25 ns in the sections are shielded with grey color. It is better to
show this part too and explain the disturbances and influences on that signals. The
sections in Fig. 6 and 7 show results from different profiles with different processing
steps. For better comparability, both sections should be presented migrated and unmi-
grated as well. Are destructive migrated parts of the signal (Fig. 7) reflections received
from installations inside the tunnel system? The shear zones are reflecting electro-
magntic energy significantly. The shear zones S1 and S3 are representing different
strike directions. The orientation of the antennae during the measurement affects the
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backscattering. In this case only one shear zone was detected. Maybe it would be
possible to detect the other shear zone by rotating the antennae 90◦. The distribution
of the shear zones is shown in Fig. 10a and 11. It would be nice to show these lines in
all the other pictures from seismic results too. Does it make sense to show GPR and
seismic results in a common picture?
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