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c. Normal Gravity Correction, also called Latitude
Correction, Somigliana-Pizetti formula exact to 1
microGal (Hackney and Featherstone, 2003).

d. Offlevel Correction, Peters and Brozena (1995).

horizontal positioning sensitivity (resets?),
since latitude is the only variable used here.
This impacts the off-level correction.
However, three solutions (f07, f04, and f03)
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