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Topographic I ncorporation
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Safety Net™ data - time based sections

Advantages of Safety Net™

enhance dam safety

accur ately monitor moisture
distribution within dam

phreatic surface mapping
ear ly war ning capabilities
non-invasive measur ements
high data resolution
continuous cover age
sensitiveto small changes

Time2-Time1l = Difference




Aquifer Detection
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increased resolution using:
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Plume Mapping
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Lithologic Characterization
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Lithologic Characterization
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Colored contours are assigned to lithologies
based on apparent resistivity values.
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Landfill Detection and Ddineation
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Landfill Detection and Ddineation

total field magnetics

high resolution resistivity
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Alluvial Characterization
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Method Comparison
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Grand Canyon Sand Bar Study
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Buried Object Detection
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Background Removal
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Depth Cross Sections
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HRR Allows;

e Better imaging of subsurface through
Increased resolution

Topographic incor poration during

reduction

Non-invasive measur ements
Accurate depth estimates
Diver se applications

—ast and cost effective coverage

Presentation in an easy-to-under stand
format
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