Responses to the post-interpretation questionnaire
1. Questions about your interpretation
Did you have an analogue in mind while interpreting the seismic image? 

	Q1_Analogue_in_Mind

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	No
	18
	36.7
	37.5
	37.5

	
	Yes
	30
	61.2
	62.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	48
	98.0
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	1
	2.0
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


Did you try out any other interpretations for the seismic image?
	Q3_Try_Other_Interps

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	No
	29
	59.2
	61.7
	61.7

	
	Yes
	18
	36.7
	38.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	47
	95.9
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	2
	4.1
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


Did you approach the interpretation exercise with geological models in mind, then decide which fits the data best (model-driven approach); or did you interpret the seismic image by identifying as many geological features as possible, which then built up to a geological model (data-driven approach)?
	Q4_Data_Model_Driven

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Data
	37
	75.5
	77.1
	77.1

	
	Mixture
	1
	2.0
	2.1
	79.2

	
	Mixture (data then models then iterate)
	3
	6.1
	6.3
	85.4

	
	Mixture (models then data then iterate)
	2
	4.1
	4.2
	89.6

	
	Model
	5
	10.2
	10.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	48
	98.0
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	1
	2.0
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


Only for control participants: Did you consider the geological evolution?

	Q5_Consider_Evolution_Control

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	No
	4
	8.2
	16.7
	16.7

	
	Yes
	20
	40.8
	83.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	24
	49.0
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	25
	51.0
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


Did you find it challenging to work out the geological evolution?

	Q5.1_Challenging

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Moderately
	8
	16.3
	18.6
	18.6

	
	No
	7
	14.3
	16.3
	34.9

	
	Yes
	28
	57.1
	65.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	43
	87.8
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	6
	12.2
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


How confident are you that your geological evolution honours all of the data?

	Q5.3_Honours_Data

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	50%
	3
	6.1
	6.7
	6.7

	
	70%
	2
	4.1
	4.4
	11.1

	
	75%
	1
	2.0
	2.2
	13.3

	
	80%
	1
	2.0
	2.2
	15.6

	
	Confident
	2
	4.1
	4.4
	20.0

	
	Moderately
	13
	26.5
	28.9
	48.9

	
	Not confident
	23
	46.9
	51.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	45
	91.8
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	4
	8.2
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


How confident are you that your geological evolution is kinematically valid?

	Q5.4_Kinematically_Valid

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	30%
	1
	2.0
	2.5
	2.5

	
	40%
	2
	4.1
	5.0
	7.5

	
	50%
	1
	2.0
	2.5
	10.0

	
	60%
	1
	2.0
	2.5
	12.5

	
	70%
	1
	2.0
	2.5
	15.0

	
	Confident
	6
	12.2
	15.0
	30.0

	
	Moderately
	14
	28.6
	35.0
	65.0

	
	Not confident
	14
	28.6
	35.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	40
	81.6
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	9
	18.4
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


Were you more or less confident in your interpretation after considering the geological evolution?
	Q5.5_More_Less_Confident

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Less
	5
	10.2
	16.1
	16.1

	
	More
	18
	36.7
	58.1
	74.2

	
	Same
	8
	16.3
	25.8
	100.0

	
	Total
	31
	63.3
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	18
	36.7
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


Do you think that considering the geological evolution was beneficial to getting a valid interpretation?
	Q5.6_Beneficial

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	44
	89.8
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	N/A
	5
	10.2
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


Did you find that considering the geological evolution challenged or validated your first impressions (or neither)?
	Q5.7_Challenged_Validated

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Both
	2
	4.1
	5.7
	5.7

	
	Challenged
	13
	26.5
	37.1
	42.9

	
	Neither
	6
	12.2
	17.1
	60.0

	
	Validated
	14
	28.6
	40.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	35
	71.4
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	14
	28.6
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


What is your overall confidence in today’s interpretation given that you only have one 2D seismic image (instead of all the data that you would normally have)?

	Q6_Overall_Confidence

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	35%
	1
	2.0
	2.3
	2.3

	
	50%
	1
	2.0
	2.3
	4.5

	
	60%
	3
	6.1
	6.8
	11.4

	
	70%
	4
	8.2
	9.1
	20.5

	
	80%
	1
	2.0
	2.3
	22.7

	
	Confident
	1
	2.0
	2.3
	25.0

	
	Moderate
	11
	22.4
	25.0
	50.0

	
	Not confident
	22
	44.9
	50.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	44
	89.8
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	5
	10.2
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


2. Questions about common practices in seismic interpretation
At any part of the workflow do you ever consider seismic data by itself, with no regional / contextual information?
	G3_Consider_With_No_Info

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	No
	22
	44.9
	46.8
	46.8

	
	Yes
	25
	51.0
	53.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	47
	95.9
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	2
	4.1
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


How often do you use a single line to build a template model (cartoon) to aid your 3D interpretation?
	G4_How_Often_Single_Line

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Always
	4
	8.2
	9.1
	9.1

	
	Never
	12
	24.5
	27.3
	36.4

	
	Often
	11
	22.4
	25.0
	61.4

	
	Sometimes
	17
	34.7
	38.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	44
	89.8
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	5
	10.2
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


In your normal workflow do you check the geological evolution of your interpretation?

	G5_Check_Evolution

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	No
	4
	8.2
	9.1
	9.1

	
	Sometimes
	3
	6.1
	6.8
	15.9

	
	Yes
	37
	75.5
	84.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	44
	89.8
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	5
	10.2
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


Are you prompted (in any way) to consider the geological evolution of your interpretation during your normal workflow?

	G6_Prompted_To_Check

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	No
	6
	12.2
	15.4
	15.4

	
	Yes
	33
	67.3
	84.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	39
	79.6
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	10
	20.4
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


Do you routinely try out different models for a given seismic dataset in your workflow (i.e. alternative interpretations of the data)?
	G7_Alternative_Models

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	No
	8
	16.3
	19.0
	19.0

	
	Sometimes
	8
	16.3
	19.0
	38.1

	
	Yes
	26
	53.1
	61.9
	100.0

	
	Total
	42
	85.7
	100.0
	

	Missing
	N/A
	7
	14.3
	
	

	Total
	49
	100.0
	
	


