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Feeling need to sample
enough (i.e., < 1 UXO/acre)
to mimimize future actions
"UXO Estimator™” era

Vv

Leveraging statistics
(e.g., < 95% of UXO) to
minimize future actions
"VSP Designs” era

U

Utilizing site history,
LUCs, statistics, CSMs,
with conservative ApAs &
receptor interaction theme ||
"WofE & PDT" era | R

Currently trending more
complicated methods w/
more people involved to
make subjective decisions ||
"Human Al" or "More RA" era? ||
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' Collect grid DGM data -




Commonly Used Playbook (MR-QAPP Toolkit 1) One of Many Possible Revised Strategies Example Hybrid Strategy (interwoven transects)

All would require PDT and MR-QAPP Approval. Revised strategies 'may require’' KO approval










Legend
D H=zionc Range Fans

— Transedts

+ VEP-Flagged Ssgments

I:I Full-coverage Grids

D Fredminary HD Ames
Anomaly Density (per acre)
1000




Anomaly Density
| is consistently

" ¥ weighted as the

% highest WoE
factor by PDTs
based primarily
on the MR QAPP
 Toolkit 1 training
and project exp.
from the PDT.

Getting the PDT
to divert from this
is very difficult.







"WOUVE |
GOTTA ASK YOURSELF
ONE
QUESTION: “DO |

FEELLUCKYS?
WELL DO YA, PUNK?’.
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. Munitions Items (discarded)
Oh‘lumtmns Debris (expended) "‘1; H;; o
— Range—Related Debris (stakes, mats) hi\ *- }i e




Olﬂunitiuns Debris (expended)
1 ORange-Related Debris (stakes, mats)
| [[]sample Grid Locations







Generate

1 - same image as previous,
however, if sparser transect
sampling implemented the
dense areas shown would have
likely been narrower or broader
(i.e., different shapes/expanses).
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@ Munitions Items (discarded)

(O Munitions Debris (expended)

Ranga-ﬂalatad Debris (stakes, mats)

Areas of Interest (denser areas) to
potentially sampling place grids




~_ Grids Based Solely on Density Info (2 of 2)
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Body Empty (MD)
l
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Building 890
Communication
M Tunnel (OE Storage)
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Legend
+ MEC

& Munitions Weight by Grid
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I 1 to 4 Ibs

[ |5to25Ibs

] 25 to 100 Ibs
B Over 100 Ibs
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Munitions Debris (expended)
ORange-Related Debris (stakes, mats)§ ”\k
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OMunitinns Debris (expended) i
ORange—Related Debris (stakes, mats) .
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.Munitiuns Items (discarded) 1. Still would have

On‘lunitions Debris (expended) P - missed MEC if
Oﬁange-ﬁelated Debris (stakes, mats) *__.-'._ \

we stuck to the

exact critical |
density linepath
even though its |
likely full site |
would’'ve been
recommended

for future RA

IF MEC found.

2. Doesn't solve
issue of MEC
only in dense [:
anomaly areas.




F HUA/
- LUA

[ Boundary? <—+—— HD/LD Boundary?

-

<« Range of “right-ish” critical densities?

'«— Too high?

Anomalies per acre
Critical (ApA) HD Area (ac)
34 1,124 50 ApA Variability at lowend |}
60 /80 could be 500 acres (1/2 Site)

343 50 ApA at moderate end could be
153 difference of 200 acres (1/4 site)
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