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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

The Sandia National Laboratories Physical Security Center of Excellence (PSCOE) has been
tasked by the Department of State (DOS) Bureau of Diplomatic Security Research and
Development branch to investigate the potential anti-climb benefits of newly developed
skid-resistant paint coatings—one light base and one dark base. DOS is interested in studying the
application of the coatings on passive barriers commonly used at diplomatic facilities.

The purpose of the anti-climb coating in this context is to deter and delay adversaries from
climbing onto the passive barriers. PSCOE was tasked to perform delay testing that focused on
the effectiveness of the coatings on the two DOS perimeter passive barriers—the DS-41 anti-ram
fence and a 9 foot high by 1 foot thick reinforced concrete wall intended to mimic the DS-30
anti-ram perimeter wall. PSCOE was also tasked in performing skid-resistance testing using a
British Pendulum skid-resistance tester. Delay testing and skid-resistance testing were also
performed on two different passive barriers without any anti-climb coating to determine a
baseline.

Testing comprised three scenarios. Scenario 1 involved one role player, Scenario 2 involved
two role players, and Scenario 3 involved six role players. For delay testing, both light and dark
anti-climb coatings were more effective on the passive barriers for Scenario 1 (one role player)
as opposed to a passive barrier without anti-climb coating. The singule role player's time to
defeat the various versions of the DOS picket fence was slightly longer with the light version of
the picket fence, ultimately taking the longest to defeat, and the singule role player failed to
defeat the light-coated concrete wall. For Scenario 2, the light and dark anti-climb coatings were
more effective against two role players as opposed to a passive barrier without anti-climb
coating. For Scenario 3, the coatings did not prove to be as effective against six role players, who
could aid one another over the passive barriers with much less contact with the passive barrier.

Regarding skid-resistance testing, both light and coatings proved to be less skid-resistant than
the perspective bare surfaces. The lowest skid-resistance numbers for both light and dark
coatings were produced on the day after the delay testing had been performed. This result
indicates that the performance of the coating has a marginal increase once individuals climb on
the barriers.

Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020 1
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Introduction

1.0 Introduction

1.1 Background

The Sandia National Laboratories Physical Security Center of Excellence (PSCOE) has been
tasked by the Department of State (DOS) Bureau of Diplomatic Security Research and
Development branch to investigate the potential anti-climb benefits of newly developed
skid-resistant paint coatings. DOS is interested in studying the application of the coatings on
passive barriers commonly used at diplomatic facilities.

This effort builds on previous research performed by Sandia in 2014 [1]. As part of that effort,
two general coating classes were researched, including proprietary coatings specifically
marketed as "anti-climb" or "anti-vandar and other commercially available materials, such as
surfactants, synthetic oils, waxes, lubricants, and petroleum jelly, that are not necessarily made
for security applications but exhibited properties attractive for anti-climb coating purposes.
The general finding of the research performed in 2014 concluded that the skid resistance of a
coating lasted between 0-7 days. After 7 days, the skid resistance of the coated surface was
reduced to a that of an uncoated surface.

Following the 2014 research, DOS worked with a subsequent research laboratory as well as
commercial coating manufacturers to develop two new coatings specifically to improve the
environmental persistence limitations noted in the 2014 effort. For this study, DOS has requested
that PSCOE study the effectiveness of the two coatings on two passive barriers. The different
coatings have been developed by Johns Hopkins University (JHU) and Watson Coating, Inc., and
are referred to as dark base and light base anti-climb coating. The passive barriers these coatings
were applied to include the DS-41 anti-ram fence and a 9 foot (ft) high by 1 ft thick reinforced
concrete wall intended to mimic the DS-30 anti-ram perimeter wall.

1.2 Perimeter Barriers Tested

The two identified passive barriers include the DOS steel picket fence and a 9 ft high concrete
wall. PSCOE, with the help of Sandia Department 6648, constructed the following versions of
each passive barrier:

• Without coating

• With light coating, as shown in Figure 1

• With dark coating, as shown in Figure 2

Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020 3
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Figure 1. Light coating
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Figure 2. Dark coating

The DOS steel picket fence was fabricated by Sandia personnel using 4 x 2 x 1/4 inch (in.) steel
tube members spaced 5 in. apart from one another, as specified in Appendix A, Sheet SK1.
The concrete wall was al0x9x 1.5 ft pre-fabricated concrete panel manufactured by a local
pre-caster. These dimensions were deemed acceptable by the stakeholders at the initial project
kickoff meeting.

Each end of the passive barriers were secured to a stack of modular concrete blocks. The blocks,
also referred to as deadman blocks, provided a rigid boundary condition to safely and securely
attach the test barriers. This setup allowed for an efficient, modular approach that reduced setup
and takedown times for each passive barrier test. The test setup for the uncoated steel picket
fence within the stacked bloacks is shown in Figure 3.
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Introduction

Figure 3. DOS steel picket fence

Before the anti-climb coating was applied, the passive barriers were wiped clean, and a typical
prime coat of paint was applied to serve as a base. Once the prime coat was applied, the passive
barriers were then coated with the anti-climb coating using brush strokes that were parallel with
a potential adversary climbing on the barriers (i.e., up and down). The light coating required
several coats due to bubbling and sloughing issues during application on the DOS steel picket
fence, as shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Light-base application issues on DOS steel picket fence

The application of the light coating on the concrete wall resulted in similar bubbling issues, so it
was determined that it would be better suited to apply the light coating on the concrete wall with
a roller, as shown in Figure 5. Although a roller was used, the coating was still applied using
strokes that were parallel with a potential adversary climbing on the banier.
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Figure 5. Application of light base coating on concrete wall

There were no issues in applying the dark coating on any of the passive barriers. Once the
coatings dried, the passive barriers that were coated with the light coating were then scuffed with
a commercial scuffing pad. The scuffing of the light coating was determined by past
performance results from JHU testing.

Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020 7
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Anti-Climb Coating Delay Testing

2.0 Anti-Climb Coating Delay Testing

2.1 Delay Testing Scenarios

The purpose of the delay testing was to evaluate the anti-climb coating effectiveness against
specified scenarios, as described Table 1.

Table 1. Testing scenario details

_ Scenario Element Scenario #1 ImiirScenario #2 Scenario #3

Number of Role Players 1 2 6

Intent Climb Climb Climb

Equipment None None None

TTP None Buddy Lift/Pull Buddy Lift(s)/Pull(s)

Sophistication: Novice-1,

Knowledgeable-2, Expert-3
1 1 1

Teams were asked to attempt a specified attack scenario prior to gaining knowledge of the
barriers and anti-climb coating. The scenarios were documented using photography and
videography.

2.1.1 Delay Testing Participants

All role players participating as potential adversaries were deemed fit by novice criteria. For this
testing, novice criteria was defined as an individual between the ages of 18 and 45 years old, in
satisfactory physical health, and with no prior significant experience scaling vertical elements,
either in a professional (e.g., military training) or hobby (e.g., mountain climbing) capacity.

All role players were given an identifier to avoid the use of personal proprietary information.
An example of this identifier includes Role Player (RP) 3-4; this particular identifier specifies
that this role player is part of Scenario 3 and is the fourth role player participating in the
scenario. Biometric data of each participant was captured, as shown in Figure 6, and are listed in
Table 2. Grip strength was measured using an electroncic hand dynamometer.

Figure 6. Hand biometric measurement guide

Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020 9
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Table 2. Role player biometrics

Role Player
Identifier

Gender

FM

Male

RP 2-1

Male

RP 2-2

Male

RP 3-1

Male

RP 3-2

Male

RP 3-3

Male

RP 3-4

Female

RP 3-5

Male

RP 3-6

Male

Age (years) 30 22 23 25 38 31 27 41

Height 5 ft 10 in. 5 ft 7 in. 5 ft 7 in. 6 ft 3 in. 5ft 7 in. 6 ft 1 in. 5 ft 8 in. 5 ft 6 in. 6 ft 2 in.

Weight (lb) 185 175 155 195 190 200 150 175 190

L R L R L R L R L R L R L R L R L R

Grip

strength
(lb)

111.2 137.2 80.4 90.6 114.4 117.2 93.6 90 125.6 133.6 114.2 155.4 96.8 91.2 115 136 101.4 135.6

Hand

length (in.)
7-1/8 7-1/8 6-7/8 7-0 7-3/8 7-0 7-3/8 7-5/8 7-5/8 7-1/12 8-0 8-0 7-0 7-0 7-0 6-7/8 7-1/2 7-5/8.

Hand

breadth
(in.)

3-3/4 3-1/2 3-1/4 3-1/4 3-1/2 3-3/8 3-1/2 2-1/2 3-1/2 3-1/2 3-7/8 3-7/8 3-0 3-0 3-1/2 3-3/4 3-1/2 3-5/8

Hand
circumfere-

nce

(in.)

8-3/8 8-1/4 7-5/8 7-5/8 8-1/16 7-7/8 8-3/8 8-1/8 8-1/8 8-3/8 8-1/8 9-1/2 7-1/2 7-5/8 8-3/16 8-3/8 8-1/2 9-0

10 Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020
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2.1.2 Delay Testing Results

All three scenarios were similar in that each included novice-level role players, no tools were
involved, and a maximum of 20 minutes were allotted to complete the task. The differences in
the scenarios included the number of role players attempting to defeat the barrier. Scenario 1
included one role player, Scenario 2 included two role players, and Scenario 3 included six role
players.

Each scenario was tested on all six passive barriers constructed and as described in Section 1.2
above. The barriers, without any anti-climb coating applied to them, were tested first, the barriers
with the dark anti-climb coating applied were tested second, and the barriers with the light
anti-climb coating applied were tested third. The results of these tests are shown in Figure 7 and
listed in Table 3.

11:31.2

10:04.8

08:38.4

07:12.0

.(g 05:45.6

04:19.2

02:52.8

01:26.4

00:00.0

Scenario Results

10:29.0(FAIL)■

07:29.6(FAIL1

06:15.5(FAIL)

05:22.1(FAIL) —II 04:13.2(FAIL)

03:20.3 II
03:41.0 A 02:53.9

A 02:20.8

k 02:10.9 01:41.5 01:22.3 Á
A 00:34.6

00:09.1 00:11i . .01:28.3
01:06.4(FAIL) 4 (- ).. 

Bare Concrete Dark Concrete Light Concrete Bare Steel Dark Steel Light Steel

• Scenario 1
(1 Adversary)

Barrier

EScenario 2
(2 Adversaries)

• Scenario 3
(6 Adveraries)

Figure 7. Delay testing results
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Table 3. Delay testing results

Scenario

Bare
Concrete

1 (One Adversary)

Dark
Concrete

Light
Concrete

WEINFIIver

Dark
Concrete

M Scenario

Bare
Concrete

3 (Six Adversaries)

Dark
Concrete

Light
Concrete

Bare
Concrete

Light
Concrete

00:09.1 00:11.1
01:06 4

.
(Fail)

03:30.3
10:29.0
(Fail)

06:15
.
5

(Fail)
02:10.9 01:41.5 01:22.3

Bare Steel
Dark
Steel

Light
Steel

Bare
Steel

Dark
Steel

Light
Steel

Bare
Steel

Dark
Steel

Light
Steel

00:34.6 01:11.1 01:28.3
07:29.6
(Fail)

05:22.1
(Fail)

.2 04:13
(Fail)

03:41.0 02:53.9 02:20.8

The Scenario 1 role player was able to defeat all of the passive barriers except for the concrete
wall, which had the light base anti-climb coating applied to it. The Scenario 2 role players failed
to defeat all of the passive barriers except for the concrete wall, which did not have any of the
anti-climb coatings applied to it. The Scenario 2 role players did, however, manage to get
one role player over the wall on all of the failed scenarios. The Scenario 3 role players were able
to defeat all of the passive barriers.

2.2 Scenario Methods and Observations

The role players participating in the delay testing were all deemed novice role players and had no
prior knowledge about the passive barriers for which they were asked to defeat. The novice
knowledge of the role players led to different techniques used in attempts to defeat the passive
barriers. Some methods and observations of each of the scenarios are detailed in
Sections 2.2.1-2.2.4. A timeline of noteworthy scenarios is provided in Appendix C.

2.2.1 Scenario 1

The Scenario 1 role player's method of defeating the steel barriers was to clamp his feet around
the beam and lunge upward toward the top of the barrier, as shown in Figure 8. Once the role
player was able to reach the top of the barrier, he was able to pull himself up and over.
This technique was successful on all of the steel barriers.

12 Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020
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Figure 8. Scenario 1 role player attempting to defeat the light base picket fence

The Scenario 1 role player's method of defeating the concrete barrier was to use a running start
and jump on to grab the top of the wall. Once the role player had adequate grip on the top of the
wall, he was able to pull himself over the barrier, as shown in Figure 9. This technique was
successful on the bare concrete wall and the dark-coated wall, but it was ineffective on the
light-coated wall. When asked why the role player's technique did not work on the light concrete
wall, the role player responded that it was too slippery, and he could not grip the top of the wall.

Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020 13
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Figure 9. Scenario 1 role player attempting to defeat the dark base concrete wall

2.2.2 Scenario 2

The Scenario 2 role players attempted several different techniques to defeat the steel barriers.
On the bare steel barrier, the role players tried to each defeat the steel barrier solo, but this led to
only one role player defeating the barrier, which was deemed a fail. When confronted with the
dark and light steel barriers, the technique they used was to have one role player climb onto the
other role player's shoulders. This technique made it possible for the one role player to climb
over the wall. The role player then left behind attempted to climb over the barrier solo but was
unsuccessful. When asked why the role player was able to solo the bare steel but was not able to
climb without assistance on the light or the dark coatings, the role player responded that the
surface was too slick, and his shoes and hands could not grip.

14 Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020
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Figure 10. Scenario 2 team attempting to defeat the dark-coated picket fence

The Scenario 2 team's technique for defeating all barriers was to attempt different types of lifts
to hoist one role player on top of the barrier. Once one of the role players was on top of the
barrier, the role player would then drop their leg down for their partner to grab onto and climb
up, as shown in Figure 11. This technique was only successful on the bare concrete scenario.
When asked why they were not successful on the dark coated concrete wall, one of the role
players responded that it was too slick and his shoes kept slipping. When asked why they were
not successful on the light-coated concrete wall, one of the role players responded that he was
unable to grip the top of the wall, and when his partner grabbed his leg to climb up, he felt as
though he was going to be pulled off the wall.

Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020 15
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Figure 11. Scenario 2 team attempting to defeat the bare concrete wall

2.2.3 Scenario 3

The Scenario 3 team used a series of teamwork techniques to defeat all of the passive barriers.
Their strategy was to hoist two role players on top of the barrier to help the others over.
This tactic was achieved by having one role player kneel on his hands and knees on the ground,
which allowed the others to use him as a stepping stool, as shown in Figure 12. Once all other
role players were over the barrier, the two role players on top of the barrier then helped the last
role player over, as shown in Figure 13.

Some of the role players were wearing belts, which was useful for team members to grab ahold
of them and pull them over the barrier. The Scenario 3 team was able to defeat the barriers
quicker each time they attempted the task. When asked how this efficiency was possible, one
role player responded that they had developed a process, and each time they attempted to defeat
a barrier, they were able to refine and ensure the process more productive.

16 Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020
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Figure 12. Scenario 3 team attempting to defeat the light-coated picket fence
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Figure 13. Scenario 3 team attempting to defeat the light-coated picket fence

2.2.4 Scenario Difficulty

The role players were asked to reply to a series of questions. Among the questions, the role
players were asked to rate the level of difficulty to climb the barrier on a scale of one through
five and described as the following: 1—very easy, 2—easy, 3—moderate, 4—difficult, and 5—very
difficult. Figure 14 shows a graph of respondents' answers.

18 Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020
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Figure 14. Scenario difficulty

When the role players were asked to rate the level of difficulty for each scenario, the responses
varied from each role player. The full survey responses are detailed in Appendix D. Noteworthy
responses include the following:

• Regarding dark concrete, one role player noted the wall had a slippery surface, it was
hard to grip, and their feet would not stick.

• Regarding the light concrete, one role player noted that the surface was extrernely
slippery and was significantly slicker than the other surfaces.

• Regarding dark steel, one role player noted that the surface seemed taller and slicker.
Additionally, the barrier was smooth and did not allow for any grip.

• Regarding light steel, one role player noted that the barrier was more slippery than the
others, and it made the task of climbing over the barrier more difficult.

2.3 Anti-Climb Coating Sloughing

Before and after each scenario, photos were taken of the role players' hands and feet to see if
there would be any type of shedding of the coatings. The most noticeable sloughing of the
coating was from the dark steel, as shown in Figure 15.

Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020 19
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Figure 15. Role player hands before and after attempting to defeat the dark-coated picket fence

The light coating also had some noticeable sloughing, as shown in Figure 16.

Figure 16. Role player hands before and after attempting to defeat the light-coated picket fence

Once all delay testing had been performed on the dark-coated concrete wall, it was noticeable
that sloughing of the coating had occurred. The wall had various skid marks, and the coating had
been worn down from the role players trying to climb the barrier, as shown in Figure 17.
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Figure 17. Dark-coated concrete wall after testing had been performed

During test planning discussions, it was noted that both the light and dark coatings would slough
after application to a surface. The question was asked whether the sloughing action of the coating
could stain clothing if someone were to inadvertently touch or graze a coated wall. To research
potential sloughing for the dark-coated coating only, a white T-shirt was intentionally rubbed
against a coated DS-41 steel tube member. The T-shirt was washed in a front-load washing
machine using cold water with other clothing to constitute a full load, then subsequently dried.
No pre-treatment of the stained area was performed. After drying, the stain was still evident,
although the area was reduced in size.

Figure 18 shows the white T-shirt being rubbed on the dark-coated DS-41 steel tube surface.
Figure 19 shows the extent of the dark coating stain on the T-shirt. Figure 20 shows pre- and
post-wash views.
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Figure 18. Rubbing a white T-shirt on the dark-coated surface of a DS-41 steel tube member

Figure 19. Transposed dark coating stain on the white T-shirt
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♦ •

Figure 20. Pre- and post-wash views of the dark coating stain on a white T-shirt
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Skid-Resistance Testing

3.0 Skid-Resistance Testing

3.1 Test Coatings and Materials

The two materials used for skid testing included steel beams, as detailed in Appendix A,
Sheet SK1, and a pre-fabricated concrete wall. It should be noted that the skid tests were
performed on the same test samplings used in the delay testing. Each of these testing materials
were then coated with anti-climb coating referred to as a light base and dark base, as shown in
Figure 21 and Figure 22, respectively.

Figure 21. Light base

PNII9PENS

Durlf Base

.V9P.9.'

Figure 22. Dark base

The dark base coating was prepared by JHU/APL and the light base was prepared by Watson
Coatings, Inc.

Figure 23 shows the light base coating being applied to the steel beams.
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Figure 23. Light-base steel beam coating application

Figure 24 shows the dark base steel beams with coating applied.
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Figure 24. Dark-base steel beam coating application

Figure 25 shows the light base coating being applied to the concrete wall.
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Figure 25. Light-base coating application

Figure 26 shows the concrete wall with the dark base coating applied.
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Figure 26. Dark base concrete wall coating application

The test material consisted of a concrete wall and steel beams. There were three different test
mediums: bare (none), light coating, and dark coating.

The samples were tested outdoors in fair conditions, and as listed in Table 4.

Table 4. Weather history for skid-resistance testing

Date Day Average Temp.
(°F)

Precipitation
(in.)

Maximum Wind Speed
(mph)

03/04/2020 47.75 0.00 12

03/11/2020 55.04 0.00 15

03/16/2020 53.54 0.00 12

03/17/2020 56.29 0.00 28

For skid-resistance testing, the steel beam and the concrete wall were tested during a 24 hour
period after coating, then tested again 7 days from the initial test date. The samples were
skid-tested prior to the exercise being performed and again the following day after the exercise
had concluded. The steel beams and concrete wall samples were aligned horizontally on the
ground with the pendulum apparatus on top, as shown in Figure 27 and Figure 28. This setup
was performed for all three scenarios: bare (control unit), light coating, and dark coating.
The pendulum tester had been set up and calibrated per manufacturer instructions to ensure that
the method of measurement for each sample was consistent. Prior to measuring the skid
resistance of the respective test samples, the calibration of the pendulum was verified each day of
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testing. The distance between the pendulum rubber slider and the individual sample surfaces
remained consistent throughout the test sessions. Figure 27 shows the pendulum test apparatus.

L.

lir w.----dir,-LT Jr,.
_  ...„.....z.__ 

Figure 27. Typical steel beam skid-resistance measurement setup

Figure 28. Typical concrete skid-resistance measurement setup
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3.2 Skid-Resistance Test Results

The results for the coated steel surfaces showed that both of the coatings exhibited values of
skid resistance below that of the bare steel surface for each test. The two coatings made the steel
surface slicker than the bare steel surface for all 4 days. Test results showed that the two types of
coatings are less skid-resistant than the bare steel surface, and the dark-coated steel was less
skid-resistant than the light-coated and bare-steel surfaces. Figure 29 shows skid resistance over
time for the steel test scenarios.
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Figure 29. Skid resistance of steel surfaces over time

Compared to the coated-steel test series, the skid-resistance values for the coated concrete
surfaces were higher and more constant with each type of coating. The similarity of the points
can attribute to the porous texture of the concrete compared to the smoother steel substrate.
Similar to the steel testing, the dark coating was less skid resistant than the light coating. Figure
30 shows the skid-resistance results over time for the concrete test scenarios.
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Skid Resistance of Concrete Surface Over Time
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Figure 30. Skid resistance of concrete surfaces over time

In conclusion, both coatings proved to be less skid-resistant than the respective bare surfaces.
It is also worth mentioning that the lowest skid-resistance numbers for both the light and the dark
coatings were produced on the day after delay testing had been performed. This result indicates
that the performance of the coating had a marginal increase once the test participants climbed on
the barriers.
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4.0 Conclusion

For delay testing, both light and dark anti-climb coatings were more effective on the passive
barriers for Scenario 1 (one role player) as opposed to a passive barrier without anti-climb
coating. The Scenario 1 role player's time to defeat the various versions of the DOS picket fence
was slightly longer with the light version of the picket fence, ultimately taking the longest to
defeat. The concrete wall was similar—the Scenario 1 role player failed to defeat the light-coated
concrete wall.

The light and dark anti-climb coatings were also more effective against Scenario 2 (two role
players) as opposed to a passive barrier without anti-climb coating. Although the Scenario 2
team failed all scenarios except for the bare concrete wall, their time of attempt decreased
gradually. When asked why the Scenario 2 team did not take more time to try to defeat the
barrier, the role players responded that the barrier was too slippery, and they knew they could not
get both role players over the barrier.

The coatings did not prove to be as effective against Scenario 3 (six role players). With six role
players, the Scenario 3 team was able to aid one another over the passive barriers with much less
contact with the passive barrier. The Scenario 3 team was able to defeat the passive barriers
faster every time they attempted the same barrier, as they had developed a process to defeat the
barrier. Although the Scenario 3 team decreased their time to defeat the passive barrier with each
attempt, the consensus among all six role players was that the coated barriers were more difficult
to defeat than the uncoated version (see Figure 14 above).

Regarding sloughing of the coating onto role players' clothing and skin, it was found that the
light coating had minimal shedding, while the dark coating seemed to shed a small amount.
An experiment was conducted with a white T-shirt and the dark coating (see Section 2.3 above).
The experiment demonstrated that the dark coating would stain the T-shirt, and the stain would
not wash out after an initial wash.

Regarding skid-resistance testing, both light and dark coatings proved to be less skid-resistant
than the respective bare surfaces. The lowest skid-resistance numbers for both light and dark
coatings were produced on the day after the delay testing had been performed. This result
indicates that the performance of the coating has a marginal increase once individuals climb on
the barriers.
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JHU/APL Application Procedure

JOHNS HOPKINS
APPLIED PHYSICS LABORATORY

Anti-Climb Paint Application Procedure

1. Surface to be painted should be prepared as necessary. Surface should be ciean, dry, and free
of any loose debris for best adhesion.

2. Schedule outdoor painting for a time when rain is not expected for at least 48 hours.
3. Mix by hand then shake wcll before use as settling of product may occur.
4. Paint should be applied in a well-ventilated arca. Gloves and protective eyewear are

recommended. Use a drop cloth to catch drips.
5. Apply anti-climb paint with a paint brush in the vertical direction. Rolling or spraying is not

recommended.
6. For smoothest coating, apply paint to cover the surfacc in vertical stripes (width of the paint

brush) then repeat using long strokes to blend in brush marks from initial application.
7. Allow paint to dry for 48 hours.
8. Anti-climb paint must be activated to achieve minimum friction. Using moderate pressure,

scuff the painted surface using a Scotch-Brite #96 pad in the vertical direction with about (5)
passcs over an area. The appearance of the surface will change when the surface has been
activated. Use a drop cloth to catch dust.

For questions please contact Adam Maisano at adam.maisano(ivihuapl.edu or 443-778-9588.
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Appendix C: Scenario Timelines

Scenario 1 Noteworthy Timelines

Anti-Climb Test Bare Steel Scenario 1:

• Time: 00:00-00:14

- The role player inspects the barrier.

• Tirne: 00:14-00:23

- The role player is unable to jump and reach the top of the barrier.

• Time: 00:23-00:35

- The role player changes his tactic. He climbs the barrier with legs between the steel
tubes and can clear the barrier.

Anti-Climb Test Dark Steel Scenario 1:

• Time: 00:00-00:007

- The role player jumps to try to reach the top of the barrier, slips and fails.

• Time: 00:07-00:14

- The role player pauses, wipes his hands on his pants.

• Time: 00:14-00:19

- The role player makes another attempt at climbing the barrier but loses grip on his
shoes.

• Time: 00:019-00:34

- The role player pauses, wipes his hands on his pants a total of 4 times.

• Time: 00:34-00:47

- The role player makes another attempt to climb the barrier but loses hand grip of the
barrier while trying to reach for the top of the barrier.

• Time: 00:47-01:11

- The role player changes his tactic. He climbs the barrier with legs between the steel
tubes and can clear the barrier.

Anti-Climb Test Light Steel Scenario 1:

• Time: 00:00-00:06

- The role player jumps to try to reach the top of the barrier, slips and fails.

• Time: 00:06-00:010

- The role player tries again, but can't grip the barrier, too slippery.

• Time: 00:10-00:21

- The role player pauses, wipes his hands on his pants and rubs them together.

• Time: 00:21-00:30

- The role player makes another attempt to grab the top of the barrier, hand slips when
grabbing the steel beam.

Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020 C-1



• Time: 00:30-00:34

- The role player changes his tactic. He attempts to climb the barrier with his legs
between the steel tubes. His legs slip and he is unable to reach the top of the barrier.

• Time: 00:34-00:48

- The role player pauses, wipes his hands on his pants several times

• Time: 00:48-01:09

- The role player tries the previous tactic again, this time his shoes slip, and he falls.

• Time: 01:09-01:28

- The role player tries the previous tactic again, this tirne he can grip the barrier and can
clear the barrier.

Anti-Climb Test Light Concrete Scenario 1:

• Time: 00:00-00:07

- The role player jumps to try to reach the top of the barrier, slips and fails.

• Time: 00:07-00:17

- The role player pauses, wipes his hands on his pants.

• Time: 00:17-00:19

- The role player gets a running start and jumps to reach the top of the barrier, but his
hand slips and he loses grip.

• Time: 00:19-00:33

- The role player pauses, wipes his hands on his pants and rubs them together.

• Time: 00:33-00:35

- The role player takes another running start to try to grab the top of the barrier, but his
hand slips and he loses grip.

• Time: 00:35-00:48

- The role player pauses, wipes his hands on his pants several times.

• Time: 00:48-00:50

- The role player takes a running start and jumps to grab the top of the barrier, but he is
unable to get a grip with either hand.

• Time: 00:50-01:01

- The role player pauses, wipes his hands on his pants several times.

• Time: 01:01-01:05

- The role player gets a running start to rnake another atternpt, but he is unsuccessful
and calls it quits.

Scenario 2 Noteworthy Timelines

Anti-Climb Test Bare Concrete Scenario 2:

• Time: 00:00 - 00:36

- Role players begin to inspect the barrier and discuss a strategy of how they are going
to defeat the barrier.
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• Time: 00:36 - 01:25

- One role player climbs onto the other role players knee to try to extend their hand to
the ledge of the concrete wall. Role players are unable to reach the ledge of the
concrete wall.

• Time: 01:25 - 01:50

- The two role players attempt the same strategy but have swapped positions. This does
not work.

• Time: 01:50 - 02:04

- Role players switch back to the original positions and are able to get one role player
on top of the concrete wall.

• Time: 02:04 - 02:13

- The role player that made it to the top of the wall adjusts to straddle the wall.

• Time: 02:13- 02:29

- The role player straddling the wall reaches down to try to help the other role player
up. The role player on the ground can't reach the other role players hand.

• Time: 02:29 - 02:50

- The role player straddling the wall turns 180 degrees to try to reach with his opposite
hand, but still can not reach the role player on the ground.

• Time: 02:50 - 03:09

- The role player on the wall then extends their leg down for the role player on the
ground to grab on to and aid in climbing the wall.

• Time: 03:09 - 03:25

- The role player on the ground is able to climb over the wall with help from the role
player straddling the wall.

Anti-Climb Test Bare Steel Scenario 2:

• Time: 00:00 - 00:37

- Role players begin to inspect the barrier and discuss a strategy of how they are going
to defeat the barrier.

• Time: 00:37 - 01:16

- The two role players attempt to climb the barrier by themselves. One of the role
players is successful but has jumped over the safety controls and is no longer to help
the other role player physically.

• Time: 01:16 - 01:38

- The successful role player begins to instruct the other role player on how to defeat the
barrier.

• Time: 01:38 - 03:00

- The role player yet to defeat the barrier continues to try to climb the barrier with
instruction from the successful role player.

• Time: 03:00 - 03:52
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- The role player yet to defeat the barrier switches to a different area of the barrier
hoping to have different results. The successful role player continues give instruction.

• Time: 03:52 - 04:48

- The successful role player comes down from the safety controls and continues to
instruct the other role player. The other role player is having trouble gripping the
barrier.

• Time 04:48 - 04:57

- The remaining role player wipes his hands and attempts to climb the barrier but fails.

• Time 04:57 - 05:26

- The two role players discuss the tactics used to climb the barrier.

• Time: 05:26 - 05:48

- The remaining role player wipes his hands and grabs hold of the steel tubes for
another attempt at climbing the barrier, but quickly slides down.

• Time: 05:48 - 07:04

- The remaining role player decided to take a break and regain composure.

• Time: 07:04 - 07:17

- The remaining role player tries a new strategy of locking his legs/thighs around the
steel tubes to gain traction, which allows him to reach and grab the top of the steel
tubes.

• Time: 07:17 - 07:36

- The remaining role player then attempts to lift himself over the barrier but is tired and
lacks the strength to so. The remaining role player calls it quits.

Anti-Climb Test Dark Concrete Scenario 2:

• Time: 00:00 - 00:21

- Role players begin to inspect the barrier and discuss a strategy of how they are going
to defeat the barrier.

• Time: 00:21 - 00:35

- One role player attempts to climb onto the other's shoulders, but the role player on
top is to able to grip the wall and the role player on the bottom is unable to find
balance.

• Time: 00:35 - 01:33

- Role player pause to talk strategy and inspect the barrier.

• Time: 01:33 - 01:45

- The role players have changed their strategy and are now trying use the knee of one
of one role player to help the other up, but they are unable to grab hold of the barrier
ledge.

• Time: 01:45 - 02:11

- Role player pause to talk strategy and inspect the barrier again.

• Time: 02:11 - 02:30
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- The role players try their first approach again of climbing onto one another's
shoulders. Due to lack of grip the role players slip but are able to adjust and get one
of the role players on top of the wall.

• Time: 02:30 - 02:48

- The role player on top of the wall adjusts to straddle the wall.

• Time: 02:48 - 03:07

- The role player straddling the wall extends his leg down for the other role player to
grab onto. Both role players are not able to get grip onto the barrier and this tactic
fails.

• Time: 03:07 - 03:51

- Both role players take a break and begin to discuss strategy.

• Time: 03:51 - 04:02

- The role player straddling the wall changes position to gain leverage when the other
role player grabs his leg to aid the climb. Still no grip and this tactic fails.

• Time: 04:02 - 04:34

- Both role players take a break and begin to discuss strategy.

• Tirne: 04:34 - 05:42

- The role players attempt the same strategy again. As one role player is climbing up
the others leg, he grabs the top of the wall but cannot maintain grip.

• Time: 05:42 - 06:04

- The role players try the leg climbing strategy again but fail.

• Time: 06:04 - 06:57

- Both role players take a break.

• Time: 06:57 - 08:50

- The role players attempt the same strategy again. As one role player is climbing up
the others leg, he grabs the top of the wall but cannot rnaintain grip. The role player
straddling the wall states that he is unable to hold on to the barrier and support the
others weight without falling off. He cites unable to grip the wall.

• Tirne: 08:50 - 09:24

- The role players try again and fail. The role player straddling the wall state that grip
of the wall is a huge concern.

• Tirne: 09:24 - 10:33

- The role players make two more attempts using the sarne technique but fail, and call it
quits.

Anti-Climb Test Dark Steel Scenario 2:

• Tirne: 00:00 - 00:37

- Role players begin to inspect the barrier and discuss a strategy of how they are going
to defeat the barrier.

• Tirne: 00:37 - 00:43
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- One role player attempts to climb the barrier by himself but quickly slides do to lack
of grip of the barrier.

• Time 00:43 - 01:19

- One role player begins to climb on top of the others knee while the other help to prop
him up. The role players are unable to reach the top of the barrier and fall.

• Time: 01:19 - 01:38

- The role players discuss a new strategy and inspect the barrier again.

• Time: 01:38 - 01:46

- One of the role players begins to climb the barrier without help from the other but is
unable to maintain grip of the barrier and fails.

• Time: 01:46 - 03:05

- Both role players take a break and begin to discuss strategy.

• Time: 03:05 - 03:14

- One role player makes another attempt at climbing the barrier without help but fails
due to lack of grip.

• Time: 03:14 - 04:23

- One role player climbs onto the others shoulders and reaches for the top of the barrier.
The role player on top is unable to gain enough leverage to pull himself over the
barrier.

• Time: 04:23 - 05:08

- The role players switch positions and use the same knee technique. This time one role
player is able to grab hold of the barrier and pull himself over.

• Time: 05:08 - 05:20

- The remaining role player tries to climb the barrier by wrapping his legs around the
steel tubes but is already exhausted and calls it quits.

Anti-Climb Test Light Concrete Scenario 2:

• Time: 00:00 - 00:25

- Role players begin to inspect the barrier and discuss a strategy of how they are going
to defeat the barrier.

• Time: 00:25 - 01:02

- One role player climbs onto the other shoulders, but both role players are already
fatigued and stumble. They try two times but are not successful.

• Time: 01:02 - 01:41

- The role players switch to a knee and boost approach but there is no success, they are
unable to reach the top of the wall.

• Tirne: 01:41 - 03:35

- The role players revert back to the shoulder technique, but the role player on the
bottom is unable to hold the weight of the other. This is followed by a break and
inspection of the barrier.
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• Time: 03:35 - 03:55

- The role players make another attempt at the shoulder technique and are able to get
one of them on top of the wall.

• Time: 03:55 - 04:12

- The role player on top of the wall adjusts to straddle the wall.

• Time: 04:12 - 04:47

- The role player straddling the wall extends his leg down for the other grab hold of.
This tactic fails due to lack of grip from both role players.

• Time: 04:47 - 05:53

- The role players take a break to strategize. One role player wipes of the bottom of
their shoes.

• Time 05:53 - 06:13

- Another attempt is made using the technique of an extended leg from the role player
straddling the wall. Lack of grip and fatigue have clearly set in and the role players
call it quits.

Anti-Climb Test Light Steel Scenario 2:

• Time: 00:00 - 00:20

- Role players begin to inspect the barrier and discuss a strategy of how they are going
to defeat the barrier.

• Time: 00:20 - 00:40

- One role player climbs onto the other shoulders in an attempt to reach the top of the
barrier. One role player reaches the top of the barrier but is unable to pull him self
over due to fatigue.

• Time: 00:40 - 01:23

- Both role players take a break and begin to discuss strategy.

• Time: 01:23 - 01:56

- The role players make another attempt at the shoulder technique. This time the role
player on top has enough strength to reach the top of the steel beam and pull himself
over.

• Time: 01:56 - 02:01

- One of the role players has cleared the barrier, but can no longer help the other

• Time: 02:01 - 02:41

- The remaining role player takes a break and begins to strategize.

• Time: 02:41 - 04:15

- The remaining role players tries multiple times to climb the barrier but lacks enough
grip to reach the top of the steel tubes. He calls it quits.
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Appendix D: Role Player Surveys

Bare Concrete

Department of State Barrier Proieet: Ouestionnalre

Role Player Identifier
Scenario 'Number

- I
— Cence.t.

I. What was difficult about climbing &is bonier?

- 14.:3kt
- M1 s f reack hp(ju.-.P) 4 yo.
Ao :+
S+raamtk 4.0 poi)

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

- o

ta ll So r c..otd

3. Was there a speafic technoque you used to climb the bamer? Why dul you use this
technique?

J~Mpad ru 11(.4 mytalf of"

4. On a scale of I to 5 ho difficult was it to climb this barrier?

VerylEasy
2

Easy
3

Moderidc

5. Did this scenario provide imy new challenges?

4
Difficult

5
Vcry Difficult

p :41LS no +0 0 S 4- your

4. you,

6. Dee 'be rour exnerieoce in oh' 
.

t 1—r
.r r pull anyse•Ile up,
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Department of State Barrier Project: Ouestionnaire

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Number

t
t — f otriore  

I. What was difficult about climbing this barticr?

t)st o cco\c/vkl- rip onto Vim_ conutk.
1A.),1-1". lour- Pt.1:1- Or ‘natiyi& WAV.S.S *00

tOuld- 50W511/0t0 CeLlIk .

2. What was emy about climbing this barrier?

()40-WY- V1,0•W- CikiV\ 61, 11,-(

ban-ity o. ler}- ea,s;ey beckule 400 were abL(

it) 81-vai-44Z-e k 1*.

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why dul you use this

echnique?

uk.s. Ek 06 1.,As intipec), -lt tut iop
tamer tai- on ti/OL eckkt GuIped,

Vtkia. Fay 41111f 14+ up ,11,01k1 -k.Ws ((As /La
erxiies+ RpproattA.•

4. On a scale of I to 5 how difficult was it to climb this blurb:el

Very Eally
2

Easy

f.:((1)

te
4

Difficult
5

Very Difficult

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

ky3, Concrti-e. brout4+- a tau)

G1A0,111.,\ryt. oF 11,,R. lop

6. Dcsaibe your =mien= in this scausice

1 Was 14111-16 -fo iCat, fop

Sott On ktu. -T-
cariwv vvy kJ ft

CVM/0 up .
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peaartment of Stale Barrier Proieet Questionnaire

Role Player Identifier R Z-2
Scenario Number e 

1. What was difficult about climbiag this barrier?

FP y

ye e fE P.r1Y6e.. tf.ef.

2. What was easy about climbing this buriest
z rnt;.: ee r /-4

3. Was there a specific technique you uaed to climb the barrier? Why did you usc this
technique?

4. On a acale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to chmb this barna?

VerylEasy
2

Easy
CL

Moderate
4

Difficult Very Difficult

5. TM In • 'A h II 9

6.

Yn, f Yytt•-jehZ

Deuxibe your experience in this scenario:

My •3te 1# h-23

CPI
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Department of St/lit Barrier Proiect: Ouestiounalra

Role Player Identifier 3 - I
Scenario Number

1. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

l i F(cf oulllefe 71kit

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier4

jzo- tv-rif r SY 1-, 5-.7- 04 t-er cog

LPIF c.+14e - LAP

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the baffler? Why did you use this
technique?

• I,^15 t A, ::?/ -3'.

41,0/e 5.:,../fovp(f 1-vA kir oil,e9

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

1
Very Easy

2
Easy

3
Moderate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult

rfri "-0 r't Vow— Fe•e-4-

6. Describe your experience in this scenario:

e es %-fr ra 411 rcYT,c1 lv 11rE stee I borS
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Department of State Barrier Prolett: Ottestionualre

R3-2 
p

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Number

I. What  was difficult about elimbin  this barrier? 

,1 01 411

2. What wm emy about climbing this barrier?
pnta +. +A— y jks,o

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb die barna'? Why did you use this
technique? 

Act, ••• W4/1" II" 14'4 Of..4 trPts,

4. On a mak of I to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

Very Easy
a 3

Moderate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?
44 4,0

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult

6. Describe our ex enence in this scenario

Ate, mire p-flie
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Department of State Barrier &elect Ouestionnalre

Role Player identifier t23
Scenario Number 

l. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

/Vela (I,'

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

1..1)6 i L• 5# lit ‘1,03/,

605 CN42k2 I C

3. Was there a specific technique you mod to climb the bamer? Why chd you use this
technique?

Ltwrots Cyv,..) 1 t^e-5c

4. On a scale of l to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

7

EasyVery Easy
3

Moderate
4

Difficult
5

Very Difficult

5. TIM thfa arnnnri iAe. h 11 9

6. Describe your experience in this scenario:
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Department of State Barrier Proiect: Ouestionoaire

Role Playa Identifier
Scenario Number

e. 3 -
('antra..h.

I. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

Tv.,_ wubry441 f 5144..e..e. was Stiat 444

fvoviaz_

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

1-6kos -1-.4rnaiLS 10 Itzfp .1.e,4- up Ve-r7

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique?

ket P.L.6164L1 OA) btu_ 4,r,

04,m-S Up 84- 4-etA_ $7454 of 41-a-

cui 14.f) •

4. On a wide of I to 5 how difficult was it to climb this banier?

Very Easy
2

Easy
4

Difficult
5

Vcry Difficult

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

6.

ties, 4,44 conaeite 6arrkr RkLY a. 6;1- inafe

b,tvAsi of 44-1- 4ipt of ci4e.e..
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Department of State Barrier Protect: Ovestionoaire

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Number

V 3 S

I. What was difficult about climbing this bartier?

  Ant.fr.-

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

Code( sp4-e...
AA( cor,dol.iok 01 4 fep

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
what ue?

TOM.< uf 14,1etot

19t4( pe.1.114._ 6\ I (r::

4. On a scale of l to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

VerylEasy
2

Easy Moderate

5. Did this scenario pmvidc any new challen

lAfi

es?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult
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pepattment of State Barrier Proleet: OuestIonnaire

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Number

R7-41

I. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

Cav ride

54400tit sorta,t 6rier -1•0 CIfMAb

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

"fea. wypx. \id yorlrftre\ ckuls4015, reef eAl'r

tett 6 ,0,1, •

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did yuu use this
tcchniquc?

One ,e,e $1,47 Ch, ft./ 0 v/IC1

X .1. 1,9.10, wie fs!--

Orir .

4. On a scale of I to 5 how difficult was it to climb this banter?

Very Easy
2

Easy Mo crate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult

6. Describe your eXperiCrICC in this scenario:

,y_e G1,M.rd Int ad- , owe 1'4 24'
pecrprt A4,1 lid mb,r wo„ id dr„b

Assist ov.-f ,
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Bare Steel

Department o( State Barrier Protect: Ouestionnalrt

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Number

1. What was difficult about climbing this hairier?

- I  
- c‘a I

41-
51: rev.), +L. p0 JO)

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

FL4
+0 C.1;,..L. Ur e rs y ou ; .

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb Abe barrier? Why did you ale this
technique?

f t4" cLrou,,d tke. bus., 3
used #(....{ 40 I alsr,

f3e. stuci 1000 w.

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to olimb this barner?

2
Very Easy

3
Moderate

4
Difficult

5
VeryDifficult

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

404 •.0+ y use.d c o p

1006 s

6. Describe your experience in thia scenario:

0 nee.

.1,13 c.

1" -IL_ 4D ‘1.1-.r.—e. +Le. FLI•
oP +1,., b00 ,-16.5

cra I- +Is e mosf pet cob.

C.I.11 "5;
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Pepartment of State Barrier Protect: Ouestionnaire

Role Player Identifier aiit 
Scenario Number 1 .!

I. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

bafkqe,r was slippil am.6. Vw.rii +0 gct
Crip C/F. M50 1,90 were, vtorseF
06.00 vuitani cL uppo—btel* strote,

2. What was easy about elimbing this bailie??

uOrAS Sui)Ptris on kW- ba.k uOlAtrt 4.9L)
Ul TeSi- LtOur 41.St tV-k.(03 et-1Sr ift)
10')̀. big -frw ir

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique?

'rvita Mtsti amot 1146144-1
"'Ha k beS-1- Guar it) ottieut- 4tAg_ bct r-r;er.

4.

5.

On a scale of l to 5 hew difficult was it to climb this burial

Very Easy
2

Easy
4

Difficult
5

Very Difficult

Did this scenario pmvide any new challenges?

wtre_
Rf*,

Cou4 be o1/4._ aka [{€1,14_
[Vnikb kto iltrkri`ey (A);t1-0%-*

sot,Lecifv_

ktlpiety-- eitterS

6. Describe your experience in this scenario;

T '‘IAM-, .'ilked QA,Moctaii, -T "Poungt ck-Lural- 46
e,UA40 V Alia barre'er hvi- used, alt my
&ill- .9. bki,. 'tk)._ 6,1_ I madt A- op,

'4, ULYAS '17,10 ik.14 Ao PO R Li 1, 4 flAqrsa Fr

UP Qvlok Mr.
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Departmeat of State Barrier Prolect: Questionnaire

Role Player identifier
Scenario Number

I. What was difficult about dimbing this barrier?

wa.4 to of;- kr r-r ‘an y4 f-be

Sfist g

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

That- I ••••764-.0

1 Wm there a specitic technique you need to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique2

re ui.se_ 4-KG S fee; r 4- .0 me fit fer d- 1- int,

126,11 cc tto ve-,

4. On a scale af 1. to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

Very Easy
2

Easy
3

Moderate

5. Did Ibis scenario provide any new challenges?

4
Diffkult

5
Very Difficult

$F .10 4` Ate! 4-At e,m_g d •P •••

ha ft, 4-0 hair 5 dAe_p,c Eife 1E01- dude,

6. Describe your experience in this scenario:

Ma Sri Agt,,.-6 c% s P g4'1Z tad

4-14,1, Gore c6t4-P44-aY s'o"c i-4 47,5 Z Ge Lie d

havt ra ere.o/ on, CS' NtA e9,7

p

D-12 Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020



Department of State Barrier Project: Questionnaire

Rolc Player Identifier
Scenario Number

a 3 -
we(

l. What was difficult about climbing this banier?

11.e. W:6 (-41 604r frlfW, O1m41317 Pcd- 14.41" Fa.fr-

laq17,-qh b S-Arrtl/ %Alb yo Re,- stkaft.

61$ epposed, rsr ,fvuy ;or- cis F01--s-Or P0r4 AgestiF 1!)

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

Rei,u;4y adve,ctr4,5 yo cos.:31-

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the Minim? Why did you use this
technique?

4SE 046 PeSniri cto fotils anot6tr 13e,s-41

4? o4i° 1.1cK q42. 94.45 -fre. rirP,

04.veneS 411, Pefkm 90,ne Srell -IP 'yid hell's'

P454 FW561 If 4 0142r. A lwe44, els 0 .r.un hefAt- 44d.
rice‘e. MOW_ fte r PF the. Pe,ce..-

4. On a scale of l to 5 how difficult was it this barrier?

MoCiseleVery Easy
2

Easy

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult

Svi'Pof1;45 VeniffelF as “e4f 45 heiP111

oftier5 uP

6. Describe your experience in this scenario:

ctodleA9 ,'4_, IP 70(//1`e 117e, LieetkeS;f

1;11k eciSlfr- ;F yo4 hk4e ct

sietoegy CA•41:15 ,4
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Department cif $tain Duller Prolett; Otimtionnuire

Role Player Identifier
SCC118110 Number

1. Whut was difficult about climbing this barrier?

2. What was easy about climbing this harrier?

•

I Was there a epecific reel-mi.:int you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique?

W1 n.r., C44-1' f +. fit, 4P
r

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 bow difficult was it to climb this 1:iartier?

1
Very Easy

2
Easy

5. Did this scenario provide aity new challengez?

Cr.*%,5 vi3O 4- 41%* L4P A .51-Rhersi

4
DifficAllt

5
Very Difficult
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neinirtment 01-Sol0 Barrier Pkobet: Questionnaire

Role Fleyer identifiet 
Scenario Number 7

1. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

2_ What was cos about climbing dna barrier7

a, at
LiLze

3. Was there a apt cif* teelmique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique?

-

4. On a scale of I to 5 how difficult w®s it to climb this burner?

Very Easy
1/ 2 I 3 4

Moderate Difficult

5. Did this scensrio provide any new challenges?

5
Very Difficult

r--

6. Describe your experience in this malarial
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Department of State Barrier Prolect: ducsticnnslrc

Role Player Identifier -e-5
Scenario Number .1, 

ea- 4 

1. Whitt was difficult shout climbing this barrier?

Tk.E. 5epp.r.e_ oJtaS .40 cLitc, -FU
SmracAN 544ez fp 6(4,14 c/im6 alem.

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

Intle ffvfn rno -kzumvionickt

5,614,L1.61-S tin)it,i 4r- in 651-
"NW cuur ALL tcavv'14A-.

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb th4 hoitior? Why did yam Inv this

technique

LAS:os\ cur Atuuvuoale.,5 Sktuthrsi
0,4v-51106 D.62)r-. 11,v_ p,r4-60,

-Mso tut4-:11 464.0.41 ersuld
Oeitek. IN:Lyn, -KJ_ 4-44- 4-ta-

4. On a scale of l to 5 how difficult was it to climb this harrier?

1
Very Easy

3
Modecate

4
Difficult

5
very Difficult

5. Did this aCEalatio provide any new challenges?

E4.1trt AUMA, ufrfuld baztn nkov.,2

Qfkag_h_a,ji,-1

6. Describe your experience in this scenario!

Kvieptir4.0.e, mr-3 6airuuJr,oi-  F. 

I 01
16.0.1e to-oi roatZ.. w.k.5

4u, p'1-5-1-- filx6ao mt.( barr-;,r rn 4 564

clArow-4 of i totzt- bi nu/5dr, ilui

tocivia 6,41 nrtuA rvuork dirtrea.11-.
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Department of State Barrier Prolent: Questionnaire

Role Playcr Identifier 1Z 1 -
Scenario Nutnher S L.4.1.014 544,1

1. What was difficult about climbing this harrier?

0 Ad— kms

2. What was easy about elhnbing this battier?

Lvvp*...ok Ai, a vrY bunL-1e- -s rc.114_.

1-0 a 51,19e41 14p.o. 3,r4e, v.0.4 30.d.

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier7 Why did you usc this
technique

...p„14,.

61-1-+ +4,- ,Nrat.ria eLor,,ItAct_

04.4. LtwAA,Nv.",-n, -

4. On a Kok of l to 5 haw difficult was it to climb this bainer?

Very Easy
2

Egity 2te

5. Did this scenario pruritic any new challenges?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficah

i,wki {dared, 0.445
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Department of State Barrier Protect: Onestimana're

Role Player Identifier A 3 -6,
Scenario Number

1. What was difficult about climbing this harrier?

s 1,2 ev?".Y.'""6 4-4-(

-

2. What w®s easy about climbing this harrier?

ht5c 1-(Pf ..15 L..

3. Was there a epeof fie eseheVe you used to Clirnb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique?

r1:73.1r.cf

4. On a scak of l to 5 how difficult was it to climb this bather?

Very Easy
3

Moderate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult

6. Describe your experience in this scenario!

s frf evn. 04 ow use io 5 cdp

418 re$'suei i.1"‹ 6""jr idck fd

s 0,13 +Li% Ad fv$ei (..? •
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Dark Concrete

Department el' State Barrier ProleafiStuesdoenalre

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Number - rlE C.,.

1. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

u_043_ +.• p

p

3. Was there a specific technique you used to dimb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique"

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

Vety Easy
3

Moderate
4

DifSult
5

Very Difficult

5. Did this scenario movide any new challengea?

S.

Na

Describe your experience in this actuano:

Wafl 5 e_ fYi re— 11;4..

Ikk.- I Sec-
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Dgiartment of State Harriet Prided: Onestimmaire

Role Player identifier
Scenario Number

R2.-
N064, Cnykreek

1. What was difficult about climbing this hairier?

Loctiq °AY Covibrek waS
V‘ayaik It, Trip. 6"n LA.ma

S;4:1, (AxE [1,

1c+ eaS;ex
2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

k\Azcli-AsS ttAk conaek uocd,1
math. ;-V etts4, Foil lourselc up ot OwCr

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use tbis
technique?

do/kW Or\ aAT petyhurs sbzuldos
61\ kba covIcrelt t/Jcal _ tan. stucK 0 LA-
Imt ,R51, Anti, f et,01.ALY" tra avkfo
415 dnkb .

4. On a scale of l to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

1
Very Easy

2
Easy

3
Moderate

5, Did this scenario pmvide any new challenges?

5
Very Difficult

"Ls. CARAV-1„,1k

10- rare e'tiki`C

1000(6j- av4 crp

6. Deacribe your experience in this scenario.

4; kwqP) Coct+4 tia
Wcak AocitiN 4-1b0 tA_1A,11.

mit Lkcji o di- -for tvl, pa v
1-6 DV_ uom (3,_ 1* wort GkRcui•ir

o,s ‘ioklet), vvT, citoin cooldwi-
06.4fi'p wD,.1k
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Deerntor Rate Barrier Proled: Onestiourtsbrk

[1totG Play= Identifier
Scenario Number

1. What wus difficult about clinshinz this barrier?

11-1-pw.. "PfIy 6."Cc

naiL 54401_

2 —2

cv, ht 

2. What was ashy about chntbusg this -blurt&

g./a V.4+ ;

3. Was there a specific technique you usecl to climb the bonier? Why rlid you use this

ochnique

4.

5.

Lve, 1-1,t 6.4 t÷g.arrt v+ opze

Cn .0.-61.0 ciAr iger 3015 .1f.tokk4L4

On a scabs of 1 to 5 how difficult was it so climb this harrier?

1 2 3
Very Easy Easy Moderate I

4
Dicit

5
\icy Difficoh

Did this scantaio prowl& wy new challenges?

Summary — Anti-Climb Coating Test Project: Simulated Attack & Skid-Resistance Tests, June 2020 D-21



Deport-name of State Efirrier Project: Questionnaire

Rolc Player ldantifier
Scenario Number

]. What 1Y&E, difficult about climbing this baiiicr?

2. What was easy about climbing this bonier?

r".1; ;!fi- it „Lc-

ffev;,,,,,c,1 (sq.-1

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use ibis
technique?

r;

4, Clo a at.ale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this bariicr?

Very Easy
2

Easy
a

Ivloderate

S. Did this scenario provide my new challenge:0

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult

A gr r:1-'4,2_, k Su(

6. Describe your expelience in this sceriano:

4.4.4:111 
Or c

•Prve., coi4,31 1,1.,

M tic +1-1461`;07/'i
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Department of State Barrier .Froleet: Questionnaire

Role Plum Identifier
Scenario Numher - 0.^K1-16 2- C,.•441  

1. What was difficult about climbing thin Irani er?

2. What was easj about climbing this barrier?

"fel," LA-10,k-

I Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier'? Why diet you use this
technique/ 

e,11 tpcln EAr'

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this banier?

Very Easy
3

Moderate

5. Yhd this scenario provide any now challenge*?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult
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pep artment of State Barrier Prolect: Questionnaire

Role Player Identifier • 
Scenario Number purd_f_amile

1. What was difficult about climbin this barrier?

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier2

q_,4 cAU one 0 ec e_

60Cek,C.e 5

3. Was there a specffic technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this

technique?

TeKi— c.442,0,1

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

2 .• 3
Very Easy Easy Moderate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult

6. Describe your experience in this scenario:
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Devartment of State Barrier Project: Cmestionnaina

Rule Player identifier
Scenario Number

I. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

e 
5:hrr Jr_ c:.,,A•rdj

1.0q 51.s •

2. What was eaey about climbing this barrier?

1-‘0-1 thi \\A.t, +5 c2

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you nse this
tePhnique?

su-t_
Sg-pirsDA rn

wiL'Ut Lk-4-n 1,151- aJ R_

4. Ott a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

Very Easy &asy
3

Moderate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

4
Difficult

5
Vaiy Difficult

6UL i h14r2 t;..r" \71_

a him)

tc-r-cc,tc.ai
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nepar1,11ent astats liarrier Pruiect: Questionnaire
Role Player ldamifier
Scala:le Nvmber

1. Wh®t i‘riN diiricult about climbing this bonier?

5 L-.p()..trts-

2. What was easy about a/Nei thie Wittier?

vv-koab-- teksL,i_.,

3. Was there a specific. tednique you used to climh the battier? Why did you est this
technique

f4t- Ctnj

t"-t_ 1-4-04k

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this banicr?

Very asy
2

Baty Ivalc

5. Did this menial° provide eny new ehallengm?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult 

erl— Lda-tt chg. 2.,A1-
drtsl 41, 1.4,r- pe.ph.

-IL- 4i-et:fit< dot u•itYk 41.-L

5(r6L 43-L 44- 67e-13.*.q.
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Department okState Barrier Project: Chie511013ilaire

Role Player ldentider
Scenario Number V41- 6rnt.1 4.{

1. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

.5,•4,_e_ • .444.7 yo 4 a j

2. What Mu easy about climbing this barrier'?

6...W --7-0 I g d'r.{ 0..e-f. •

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the harrier? Why did you ase thia
technique?

fp uvh 41,

ia +7-0 ar (tar 5ernai
'

4. On a scale of 1 to .5 how difficult was it to olimh this barricry

1
very Easy

2
Emay

3
Moderate

5. Did this scenario provick any nein clintiedves7

D- cult
5

Vezy Difficult

.91,? 77%c ie.—. A r,
era,'

.5, Describe vour experience in this scenario:

0.14L, co. - [6.34 rt4,
La el no 0-1,

-,E r „.p IA a .1_ 4-kit 1,99 fri iL

ea-.1. pa( -k, 5k1G -L,JA 1/41 PA- fs ne.5 0/LA t.LE

e  53 4 t,.;45 •Coe PT

-ID 6A) .414 0-21.
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Dark Steel

DePartition of State Barrier Proket Ouesdonnalre

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Nurnixa-

i
- Ste-t.1

1. What was difficult about climbing this hairier?

1-{ c.J(‘Pi- #.1i.r?)

4.-Ja..1 murk._ 5LGk

/ What was easy about climbing this barrim?

+4- LI'S 4-cs sbcia.•

y r Ltnrr)

1- WAS tat s speeffie technique you used to climb thc barrier? Why did you use this
technique?

-to

...b._ 10,1
Lis ;,..)

lr....nde_ 4

,..r.s

4, Or, a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this harrier?

Very Easy Easy Moderate

$. Did this scenario provide any Asw chaEeages?

CDifficult 5
Very Difficult

4- 4" cat inna re— 4-(.1

S. Dusenu your ,;;cpelience in this scenszio!

— Se- e, v..a n,e-r-R--

thkre se_els1C CIL 4- ...11-r

It+ f‘.1*-
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Peoartmeot of State Barrier Project Ouescionnaire

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Number a 3— 'step I
1.

2.

What was difficult about dimbing this barrier?

Vuori'w was a
AO, 61•0.tAl- albu)

W:Lvd.S i 6.4

ixt?S •

hrl- owe_
rp- w1A."--fAer

ioLv-

5vw..y>14,..

What was casy about climbing this barrier?

(let) cou\A cikio,o0 soimlovcs slAoulditrs t-or up 4Vta Ce(CKYAJ bUf 6161 loci(

loursEIV' tAxioa 0.4.4 dPRr_oki-.

3. Was thcrc a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
tcchniquc?

QW1C. V'tt tter3 AY Lot%

bUkv COULd fl6-"f67-- 01, rip . Alb° i'Vetil

v&I. 07 -Voi- 40 46 vi'p bui- was otlaW-07).

TA- ,v0,1 cl;Rt.AA- ekri'p ft,9... AopoF
s.va ?oil ?Alf gfp. up. trn_ wtittk 4.41,61
bRAlv-̀ 5 stJtri 4 okuy fjni nnsukt dc- R@ (VC i• 

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to clithb dits barricr?

Very Easy
2

1 
3

Easy Moderate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

0 
Difficult

5
Vcry Difficult

){toye_ boas ck c,l,vAtLtqc fineA

tr;p tlY" & 1/4k3C41/ ipolk ToorseAF

6. Describe yOur exparitnee in this scenario:

v1151-iitO AVEL- 41.ot was somst tcncit OF
ock.i-F'At or\ •\'(,,A. 51e1-1. a was k Lotimore_
51kpczYur 0,1\00\1- 't (Or 1.4 ett al [.

takik wtOr -Shoultliks

Ix+ eveli cx.4- 4tic ciC- sit.4 c\- tAxu kv6 1-0avui, crie
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Detyartmrniof Sudo Barrics Project, Questionnaire

Role Player identifier 2_ —
Scenario Number

1. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

;yeti 1-1,e. .chte 1 w-a.S

2. What was easy about climbing thit barrier?

Thnt- y ea& t~ *CA Ict' fiA 14- Sf ee e -16.R

3 WAE- there a specific tnchnique you uscd to climb thc barrier? Why-hi you use this
teehnique7

ye yr 1.1e tt 5 e. of 4 4.• 'IA 0, ilr-tc s s

4. On a scale of 1 -to 3 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?
1

Vex), Easy
2

Easy Mo

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult

Yes, 4-It C.,

45. Describe your experience in this scenario:

eAregc itrect • i frk s,

érfPefr Sko,erL
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Department of State Barrier Project: Questionnaire

Roic P]aycr identifier
Semiario Number

1
3  AvirK s'Oerf

1. What was difficult about climbing this harrieal

f lc ,c 514

2. What was easy about climbing Ibis harrier?

iess Fookioi 6-tis 1m Prude-4 04

1. Was there a specific technique you used to climb thc barrier? Why did you use this
technique? 

51e.d.14FR 'Lc Mfore, c.4e/PF

Pela) LA.A,15 445a 5,ef 01 the._;,--

S1,,uid.eis ewe

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how diffleult was it to climb thiS barrier?

Very Easy
2

Easy
3

?.5
5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

5
Very Difficult

ents:Rf— 5 ; r
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Department of State Barrier Pr elect: Ouestiotiatiire

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Number 3- Vo.,,jc 1,441 

1. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

2. What was easy about climbing this hairier?

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique?

44,s5 A-4, Of n

4. Oa a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

Very Easy
3

Moderate
4

Diffm1t
5

Very Difficult

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?
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Department of State Barrier Prided; 2nestloaneliq

Role Player Identifier 
Scenario Number 3 
I. What was difficult about cliinbing this barrier'?

rc11 1{H.{ ZIAS:„N".s,

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

Lui; ) 7c 0-5 42,

;?
)-4 ck k

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barna'? Why did you use this
echnique?

7ectl Lubelic u5e eaciAr latwar.

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

1
Very Easy

2
Easi

3
Moderate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult

6. Describe vour emotion= in this scenario!

cut (/ to,6.4
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ntnar mut af Sute Barrier Project: questionnaire

Hceol l'hie mldennifier
Snario Number 

I. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

4- 's 4.-kker 4tuan k51- fifsi 5L,AA.fie,

2. What was easy about eliminug thia harrier?

444 kale Froo r

3. Was there a speminc technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique?

LAY& i.k..RX• 4-0 aim)) O-iro•

4-4-a.ro",i_LS okr,c,;„ 4113 y
r 13,• kr

4. On a scale of 1. to S hawdifficult was it io climb this barrier?

Very Easy
2

nsy
3

Moderate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

4
Difficult Very Difficult

  ;4..0A i F .N.4+ +din- 1-41114

-1.r•`:•A S-c..1 014111) fivok 614 r7l4ik

d. Describe your experience in this VZETIEUil):

52,6t_e_

C,c suil- -Lepk,rnok ItO

01114 13 'Kt. boi4c.r.
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ik 0. "rexuA.. 054 6y4e-u441E_

Department of State Barrier Project: Cluestioonatre

Role Player Identifier
Scenario-Number e...0.14, 2 -4yrie_.s44

S. What was difficult about climbing this barn er?

A ivtua 4)4 1/19"d&AL

2.. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

‘,.0,41.4.1)*

3 Was there a specific technique you used to climb the harrier? Why did yOV *lig

teaftiqUe

fle44-01 \r‘on c,4-cf• of,4
Dver. idoPL Q54'1" le

4. On a scale of I to 5 how difficult was it to olhub this barrier?

Vciy Easy
2

Easy

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

ah

4
Difficult Very Dinfficult 

11e27Ct-• el- 4-c gi-r-ky",..ran.o..6.-e,

6. Describe your experience in this scenario:

1,04A. oU cir
T1-1( lo-e

-ccw-e41.4.?
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Department of State Barrier Pro-lett: OueStiolnalke

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Number

R 
5- 5 -1-sie. I

1 What was difficult tibout climbing this battier?

&NA-elk& Siqpe?-

2. What was easy about climbing this hauict?

-reit m OM LS/ 4.44d cpi fer 41,-

10d0

3. Was there a specific tE:chniquc you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique?

wAS /45/4 evard iwt crow

4. On a Beak of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to uhinb this barrier?

1
Very Easy

2

pid this scenario provide any new challcugcs?

4
Difficuit

5
Very Difficult

3 (au; rs- of- whruL

fctipie e 474

ir3k P1-51151cei

Dier"A/ R3--A 0601544 Ti rt-IL.." porinkki, S 0114 if •

6. Dacaibc your experigalce hi this scansrio:

o1L— tok.eoc.
lo-51 +0,r,
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Light Concrete

Department of State Bareler Protect Oueslionenire

Role Player Identifier
$cenario Numbcr

I_ Whst WEIS difficult about climbing this barn et?

/re e ler--

tfaM (;ff e,^

--- TO-
C

2. wbat was easy about climbing this barrier?

3. Was there a specific ttchnique you used to climb the haul& Why did you use this

teclmiquo?

7,1 ory prql top #r

4. On a s•oalo of i to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

Very Easy
2

Easy
3

Madame

S. Did thia acennrio provide any new challenges 7

6. DeSCTIIM your ecimienee in this MEW/it,:

4
Difficult

— Very S /ir,ort,y

ry

Ifr f9 •

Very gifficult
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Department of State Barrier Protect; Cluestionnalre

Role Player Identifier 9N3 
Scenario Number LifftT 

1. What was difficult about climbing this barriar?

Tt bwort'eAr Goces \f/.7
sti Way

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier? 

1--1Q vilt[o FavA-vvAr 41.p Kkg--

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the harries? Why 
did you use this

technique? 

ky,s, T._ cum666 6v1 ,ANT

skriddix ovut. Imo{}4t i)r up I.
ivi•ock kiap huv\ uti? -rrA'E +A)&&

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how di was it to climb this

[ VerylEasY I

2
Easy

3
Modulate

3. Did this scenario provide any ncw challenges?

4
Difficult VeriLE5heult

COOt-'r LJO.S 1/43t 
St CIA r.I.J46 4440 W (k(1 Ft reCA

itAL otow-le, cecuf-i/-

6. Deacnle your expuieuce in this scenario:

ko,o., a izizcAT /\.cort), 4t.

wo,AA ()ALL LAJos
OŸ )k,4240 (9,0(jf_
bcv kffpi(2i, 6UAL 40 ,10_,
Goc0-1,
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Department 0I-State Barrier Probed: Quedlunnalre

Role Player Identifier 
Scenario N Lumber SC r  ir.:5,4rrf Cia40-Inte-

1. What was difficult about climbing this barrier? 

.sueee,y keaS

2. What was easy about rlirnhing this harrier?

3. Was there a specific, technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this

technique 

ev-t 4. Sect *4-4- 41,ericid-et-

4. Oa a scale of 1 tia 5 how difficult waa it to climb this barn&

Very Easy
2

Easy Moderato I D

5. Did this SCOLiffill provide any no. challenges?

5
Very Difficult 

Si;01'fr Y

Deseilie your experience in this scenario: 

t 9 d 4- an,e Pt r L....al' 4-0

"Pely 4-11e- 5 e•C 6,1.a t)ees&.,.
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Department of State Baffler Proleet Ouestioeneire

RaSe IlAyer identifier
Scenario Number 

R — 
Cast rag/

1. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

smooftt 4 Fi ct.

2. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

fctiffiwor

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb tbe barrier? Why did yOtt use dliS

teChnique

ca,re,/ skofreell

4. On a scak of I to 5 haw difficult was it to climb this besiryd

1 2 3

Very Easy l Emy I Moderate

5. Did this scenario nro 'de nnv new challenQe84

6.

4
VcrY Difficult l

liotAiErc
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Department of State Berries Project 9nrstieunaire

Role Player identifier
Scenario Number E-•^Liti-1

1, What was difficult about climbiug this barrier?

&,viit (L0,-1,1

2. Whet was casy about climbing this barricr?

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you tot this

technique?

4., vet- vv4Zar cats,.

4. On a scale of I to 5 how diffisult was it to climb this barrier?

Vesy Easy
2

Easy

5. Did this scenario provide any new cliallengee?

6.

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult

A4 ft 44, )..cf
hart agte-
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Department a State Barrier Prolect: Questionnaire

Role Player Identifier 0..1 • 1.
, Somasio Numbs= 3 

1. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

2. What was easy about climbing this barna?

olVo.t. $.1 lett_"\

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb tbe barrier? Why did you use this

technique? 

tek.4 -Laos(

4. On ascalcof 1 to 5 ho cult was it to climb this barrier?

Very EaSY Faa Moderate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

4
Difficult

5
I Very Difficult

6. Describe your experience in this scenario:
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Eliarrosent of State Barrier Project; Questionnaire

- 47Player identifier
ario Number

1. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

3 :~{} !'~ Fa~ ~~

--Ro-45 born t- r e, 010, -0 '3UCIL A.p

44,•1 r 1! -El

2. What was easy about clitabiniLthis hanita

kWrt, +kJ hata tam) ,7

3. Wm there a specific technique you used to climb tha barrier? Why did you use this

technique 

kJi• rnoiri..4a rdeLLeef

1

tAf pLe

i•-• 0-1/ r •

4-(!_fi' ()- r

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to -climb this barrier?

Very Easy Easy
3

Moderate

5. Did this mimic provide any new challenges?

q4' Err..

4

'

5
Very Difficult
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Department of State Harrier Pro i ectl Ducatlonnaire

Role Player Idantifits•
Scenario Number

V3 -  
s 11,0- crtim

I. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

s

2. Wbat was easy shout climbing this burial'?

Lt-isr;i--) II--ezwei.

3_ Waa there a specific technique you used to climb the bonier? Why did you use this

technique? 

ooprelm,

4. Cs a scale on to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

1 2
Very Boy L Easy

3
Moderate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

5
Dalt  Very Difficul

v-c

6. Desaibe emetic:nee in this scenario.

,A.0i--agowftzat-, ovqt,
sw6.4- a 1. 5frepao

OUGT firpfbkok
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Peuartment of Stott Barrier Project: Ouesticenalre

Role Player Identifier kl 
Scenario Number .3 f-r

1. What was difficuh about climbing this barrier?

4411 tvris

Z. What was easy about climbing this barrier?

•

3. Was there a specifle technique you used to clhub the berries? Why did you use this

technique? 

--Toce:t t 741 ow • 5/".4. Ira Owe I /rqv-r-a vf

e rrA se ca 1.0.144 •

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this bani

2 3 4
Easy L. Moderate II Di cult

1
Very Easy

5. Did this SWIM& provide any new diallennes?
SA e A5 OP11,01- 5ht!G seena.•45.

5
Vcty Difficult

6. Describe your expense= in this scenario:

kist, &en lif r°c •
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Light Steel

L►eptaeYment of azifine'eSta et:

Role Player Identifier
Si2,21101.0 Number L_L.'3 IA 1- Sfe e-

1. What was difficult about climbing this harrier?

Vg.-r y 574 c.)

2. What waa tsasy about climbing this batrier?

s 4. Cj-
s fr5f tj

3- Wee there a specific technique you used to climb the burner? Why did you use this
technique?

r kt,1 .6A
c.„141 1,b(1

4. On a scale of to 5 how difficult was it to climb this harrier?

a
Vary Easy

3
MeNierEtte

5. Did this soenario provide any new challenge:a?

Ilitiiclh
5

Very Difficult

6. Describe your experience in this scenario:

- oorc. sl:Lk ect.,
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Denartment of State Barrier Nolen: Questionnaire

Role Player Identifier  Pi2_-
Scenario Number Z 6-

1 What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

Coodn'ti 'ttig2._ 3ks.,‘ Liuct„.s 1. ot
Mork MIA tiActA ••Ls_ diarK catht, TrAi'5

tkciv-04 119 411 CliikkiD up itAL
F°4'.

2_ What was easy about climbUig this barrierdt

(.?0 117 ov\ 0/7 9110-IRLY'S 0460149)(5 NOLA-

ef6-1 4o 064 Q91

3. Waa there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
echniquc? 

Workit1/4101 CiAb1.00- VASL A13 OV\ krlkS

lt,r100\41-S k palAth vutlyAA-P up a

b\PEAr kiJoAk •

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

Very Easy
2

Easy
3

Moderate

5, Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

6.

DiCult
5

Very Difficult

L)f,(5 ta !ma& cl:mbl, ('19

hCLY-CUY r LnP ag-41,11Al‘tkil, 110
Sfre,writ& +C) c,t;NAID VP.

Deacribe your experience in this scenario:

on NT pri-vVYS 3ti1cio&Y

‘k ?A, 40 mvef uP

?ce(*Aly Litimb v p
Si-mt Kwv%6f o-Ir- uakI \a-k) lg,+0
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Department of State Ranier Proket: Questionnaire

Role Player Identifier 4
Scenario NuMbm

l. What was difficult about olimbmg this barrier?

SV-eci

S few y the i.e'T•xcf

2- What WaS Otoy about climbing this barrier?

flior -441, ; ay_

3. Was them a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique2

c.L.1- bre e pers0,1 aA t..icAt o if-e-e,..5 o+rldsa

4. On a 3PilIC of I to 5 how diffigla Witi, it iX3 climb ibis bonier?

1
Very Easy

2
E-asy

3
Moderate

5. Did Mis scenario provide any new challenges?

DLult
5

Very Difficult

Liv1- s rpepv..

6. Describe your experience in this scenario:

-r4 .344i5 pre ,egr, ; t wqs e.ry ft*Iyi- ;:04

d!!@w cny s4.peS ^Ip „IF; ,
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Department of State Barrier Prefect: Ouestionnalre

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Number 7-

I. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

(Y, 5-1i( for 6e

2. What was eaay about climbing this barrier?'

4fPere4e1 5,15;er-

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
tedmique?

s-ctfrie, 4we p of)
e 71, 5,_sots--

NwSf ep Fef.,0 ;,ve ctleuines ,'n earl.)

.5-..free. Fr;c+.;,5,1
4. On a scale of l to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

Very Eaey
2

Easy
3

Moderate

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

5
Very Difficult

17'4,0'; ketve,e4 ,1.9 ce007

kek ta ieiny 1-,0;siee elf ;5 4.0494er, s."4ce 74fie

ifecA5u-i,1 recti;frff 41flersbr(
iwtse.IP in khe q;,- mo.,64.4vir,V

6. Describe your experience in this scenario:

uerr 57 ;C. k $ctf-F- ) LU;19

S°7e waiieey iee015 61.44/t, P4isLi9c0V4

8;FP; qiy or- the Pool% Sidrvixe„.

1S7' Efr .11e '1"0196P--0 Song( WV
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Department of State Barrier Project Questionnaire

Role ?layer kientificr
Scenario Number -5 - 

1. What was diffiruh about climbing this barrierf+

df* mdhli pre:3-11 51.61/- kolt 4-,

2. What was easy about olinabiu this barrier?

415 '11 +4,01 LiArrk• ij /IAA )

1.. Was there a sped& technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use- this
technique 

1171„94- &Pk .s - 31,1

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

1
Very Easy

2
Easy t c

4
Difficult

5. Did this scenario provide 7 new cballoiRcs? 
111,14. fl&v far4-

Verv Difficult

6, Describe your ex encc In this scenario:

3 Igi:det ;

s. 5 ,1 KIP Ws) CA-C.W41
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Department of State Barrier Project:: Clues/kithAre

Rok Player Identsfiecf.j.-

-407Scenario Number

I. What was difficult about climbing this banier?

2. What was casy about climbing thia barrier?

0-1/11 `,~rade 4§1...(3 cnaV_e_

40

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this
technique?

Adia( leuen5tle.

4. On a scale of l to 5 how difficult was it to climb this barrier?

1
Veay Easy Eesy 3

Moderate

5. Did this set/unto vide an now challengea?

1) c b4,

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult
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DAHR-Inient of State Barrier Praiect_Questiorealre

Role Player Identifier
Scenario Number

l. What was difficult about climbing this banier?

z 

int a 5 L•q1,11 41,4(-4 4t.t.
cr4L,rs gia

2. What was easy about climbing this broiler?

k4‘i Crt.r 4,4o)? colt kap eLim6 4 kei3-1 AL4

Oktrli 14-p-

3. Was these a socific teehnique yam twat to elitab the barrier? Why did you use this

echni iae?

Llr' ‘Saihk tu'LLEh. Kets

6,1 5a.16,55fa or el1l at. a,;".?S ralAn

CiAtAki-r k 0;60115 -M AirkS- -69, 4W- 4z. - 5en Kt 4.1S

{i t,y) cykte

4. On a Boole al to 5 chowE (2171t was it to climb this barrier?

Very Easy
3

Moderate

5, Did ihia smario provide any new chalIcagee?

4
Difficult

5
1 Very Difficult

TrAl. lkr-rok( ri,e±r..r;ak 41,615 510. Jur;

Igef,fr. OnsLAL

6. Describe owe in this scenario:

6,4,3 b;IL
A{t aiNL, 64 -1,,,A.,5c,r)

on Ott r
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Deverunent of State Barrkr Protect: Ouestionnaire

Role Mayer Identifier
Scenario Number

Z1-
2„ re- cgEeK 

l. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

Ve-c-r en-

2. What was easy about climbing this barrierf7

lb\v1-3 t.A.

3. Was there a specific technique you used to climb the barrier? Why did you use this

techniquc? 

-e"-a-•••• NeAssfrfr '661

4. On a scale of 1 to 5 how difficult was E to climb this barrier?

Very Easy
2

Easy

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenges?

Ditficult
5

Very  DiffiCelt

VtAkalA 00.41-

3kM)1...

d. Describe your experience in this scenario:

,Pur 0444c,it
surid,
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Penartment of State Barrier Project: Chmationnahro

Role Player identifier fka-tp 
Scenario Number 1.1-frtre• Sree4

1. What was difficult about climbing this barrier?

2. What was about climbing this battiee

••1- -115004...01t. E•42.4-4 yr.

3. Was there a specific technique yon lined to climb the banier? Why did you use this

technique? 

6.P.N1 frsegdaue uSecl- -id 514-.6 up esn kAthl---

4. On a scale of I to 5 how difficult was a to climb this barrier?

Very Easy 
2

Easy
Vizt
oM a

5. Did this scenario provide any new challenpst?

4
Difficult

5
Very Difficult

5.—e- 5c•,'"'"Th45 Ai 44.e Vu.st- -$1,rfirc. S+154c-r .

4.• .4,:t co 4. Ir.? L.' el4k. w3, h....13 at sko.s•

6. Describe your experience in this scenario:

#4, 1c,p1.- pylon 04.41, 1.4"ti , .4,„L 2 e,41... r.

-kr +. .
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Sandia National Laboratories is a multimission laboratory managed and operated by National Technology and
Engineering Solutions of Sandia LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of Honeywell International Inc. for the U.S.
Department of Energy's National Nuclear Security Administration under contract DE-NA0003525.


