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Abstract: The location of unmarked graves in forensic and archaeological investigations is legally
and culturally important. In a forensic context, locating covert burials of missing persons can provide
closure to the family, as well as facilitating the successful prosecution of the individual(s) responsible.
Archaeologically, burials provide an important source of information about health, diet, physical
anthropology, and culture. Despite the importance of these features, the location of unmarked
graves with conventional archaeological and forensic techniques, such as excavation, is difficult and
expensive. As a result, geophysical techniques have been widely applied to the location of unmarked
graves as they are non-invasive, cost and time effective, and avoid the unnecessary disturbance of
human remains. This article brings together the literature on ground penetrating radar (GPR), and
two resistivity methods, electrical resistivity tomography (ERT) and fixed probe resistivity (FPR),
on their ability to locate burials and reviews their use in forensic and archaeological investigations.
This paper aims to provide law enforcement personnel, archaeologists, geophysicists, and interested
academics with an overview of how these techniques work, how they have been previously applied
to grave detection, and the strengths and weakness of these methods.

Keywords: geophysics; ground penetrating radar; electrical resistivity tomography; fixed
probe resistivity; forensic science; archaeology; GPR; ERT; unmarked grave; clandestine grave;
geophysical survey

1. Introduction

The location of unmarked burials is an important challenge for both forensic and
archaeological investigations. In a forensic capacity, victims are sometimes buried in covert
graves, which can be difficult to detect with a surface survey [1–3]. The location of a
body is a critical component of forensic investigations, as it can provide closure to the
family and friends and allow for a successful prosecution of the guilty party [3–10]. Firstly,
the emotional and psychological consequences for families of missing individuals is very
significant [8,11,12], as, even with the presumption that their loved one is deceased, many
are unable to process their emotions and initiate the natural grief process [8]. Research has
shown that ambiguity concerning the fate of their loved one may lead to psychological
complaints such as post-traumatic stress disorder and prolonged grief disorder [12–14].
Secondly, although the presence of a body is not mandatory for a successful prosecution,
legal precedent has shown that a defendant is more likely to receive a guilty verdict when
the remains of the victim(s) have been found [9,15,16]. This is because the body itself
is one of the most important pieces of evidence, and without it, the prosecution will
need to present strong circumstantial evidence to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that
a murder took place [9,15,16]. The location of unmarked burials is also important in an
archaeological context, as graves are both a useful repository of archaeological information
and an important cultural heritage resource [5].
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Geophysical techniques are used to examine the subsurface by measuring various
physical properties such as acoustic velocity, magnetic intensity, gravity, or electrical con-
ductivity/resistivity [17]. These techniques are most commonly used for petroleum and
mineral exploration but are also employed for engineering, environmental, and archaeo-
logical investigations [17]. The successful use of geophysics relies on the application of a
technique that measures a physical property that is impacted by the target of the investi-
gation [18]. When using geophysical techniques to locate unmarked graves, it is usually
based on detecting disturbances to the soil stratigraphy, the location of voids, culture
items associated with the burial or, rarely, the direct detection of skeletal material [19–28].
GPR is overwhelmingly the most commonly used geophysical technique for this purpose
but resistivity, electromagnetic induction, magnetics, acoustic techniques, and gravity are
also applied depending on the particular circumstance of the burial. Although the use of
geophysical techniques for mapping unmarked graves has previously been the subject
of a number of reviews, this work has unique merit in its discussions on using GPR and
resistivity in a forensic capacity, as much of the GPR research focuses on archaeological
investigations (see Barone et al. [29] for the latest advances in geophysics concerning ar-
chaeology and heritage management), and resistivity is most often used in an experimental
rather than operational forensic context (see Sections 6.1 and 6.2).

GPR works by transmitting electromagnetic energy into the ground, which is reflected
back to antenna from changes in dielectric permittivity in the subsurface [30,31]. The prin-
cipal advantages of GPR are that it can detect a wide range of different materials, can very
quickly cover large areas, and is relatively unaffected by environmental noise [24,32–34].
The principal disadvantages of GPR are that conductive soils can significantly attenuate the
signal leading to reduced depth penetration, the lower frequency antennas used to obtain
deeper subsurface penetration may not provide sufficiently high-resolution information
to locate graves, data collection may be impossible when surface obstructions are present,
and that it requires specialist processing to be used effectively [24,32,34]. Nonetheless,
GPR is almost ubiquitous as the geophysical method of choice for the detection of un-
marked graves [35] and so has accumulated a voluminous literature for both forensic and
archaeological investigations, summarised by Annan [31] and Conyers [30].

Resistivity works by measuring the electrical resistance of the subsurface between
two current (used to inject electrical current) and two potential (used to measure potential
difference) electrodes which are inserted into the ground [36]. ERT and FPR follow the
same scientific principles; however, the acquisition is different. FPR uses a fixed electrode
geometry that is moved around the survey area to provide a plan view representation of the
electrical properties of the subsurface [36]. In contrast, in an ERT survey, the position and
distance between the electrodes are varied to provide 1D–4D information about the surface,
a process that is undertaken automatically by modern multi-electrode instruments. Because
both methods measure the resistance of the subsurface, the name “resistivity” is often used
interchangeably. For the purpose of this review, we use the term “resistivity” to refer to
these methods collectively and ERT and FPR to refer to them individually. The principal
advantage of resistivity is that the depth of penetration is rarely constrained by geological
materials for forensic or archaeological investigations [5,37]. The main disadvantages are
that the survey is much slower than GPR (mainly because of the need to insert electrodes
into the ground), that the data obtained is of a lower resolution, the equipment is much
less commonly available than GPR, and that some common archaeological and forensic
features do not have a unique resistivity response.

2. Data Acquisition
2.1. GPR

GPR systems usually consist of a signal generator, transmitting and receiving an-
tennae, and a monitor that can display real-time data of the subsurface being imaged
(GPR unit in use demonstrated in Figure 1) [6,17,20,38–40]. The transmitting antenna
emits electromagnetic (EM) waves into the ground, which are then reflected back to the



Remote Sens. 2021, 13, 2880 3 of 22

receiving antenna as they encounter subsurface features with different dielectric prop-
erties [5,6,22,23,25,30,31,39]. Dielectric permittivity, which represents the degree of po-
larisation a material experiences under the influence of an external electric field and is
conceptually very similar to conductivity, is principally controlled for subsurface materials
by composition, water content, and porosity [39]. During a GPR survey, the EM waves
will reflect back to the receiver at interfaces between different materials, such as changes in
lithology, boundaries between natural and anthropogenic materials, and voids [24,30,41].
The greater the contrast in dielectric permittivity between these materials, the higher ampli-
tude the GPR response. The reflections are recorded in a one-dimensional (1D) plot called
a trace, which can then be combined with other traces to create a 2D profile, 3D cubes,
and/or amplitude slice maps [5,23,25,42]. The receiving antenna also measures the time
that the signal takes to return to the antenna and so, in combination with an estimation of
the velocity properties of the subsurface, can provide an estimate of the depth of features
of interest [5,23].

Figure 1. Typical GPR unit in use. GSSI SIR 4000 GPR with a 400 MHz antenna.

The antennae frequency used during data collection is important because it affects both
the depth of penetration and the vertical resolution of the signal [22,25,43–45]. GPR antennae
exist in a wide range of frequencies, ranging from ~50 MHz to ~2000 MHz [17,37,43–45]. Lower
frequency antennae allow for a greater depth of penetration but have a lower resolution
than higher frequency antennae [23]. Most forensic and archaeological investigations
for the detection of unmarked graves are undertaken using antennae in the range of
250–900 MHz [46,47]. Technological developments have allowed for multi-frequency
antennae, which provide multiple frequency data from the same survey, providing both
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high resolution and deeply penetrating outputs simultaneously [30]. Another recent
development is the use of ‘hyperstacking’, in which each trace is collected many times
and summed together to improve the signal-to-noise ratio, thus improving dynamic range
limitations [48]. While frequency and other approaches can assist with obtaining a greater
depth of penetration, this can still be limited by conductive materials and is dependent on
moisture levels [30,39,49]. This limitation is somewhat ameliorated regarding the detection
of unmarked graves because the most obvious physical and lithological evidence of soil
disturbance is usually found in the upper 10 s of centimetres of the subsurface, regardless
of the depth of the burial.

Another important factor to consider when performing a GPR survey is the trace
increment and line spacing. To ensure that all targets are located, the line spacing should
be no greater than 1

2 the shortest possible axis of the target, which when locating graves
of adults is usually no more than 0.5 m [25,30,39]. Naturally, a higher line spacing results
in high resolution data, but also increases the survey time [39]. This has been recently
improved with the introduction of 3D GPR antennas (one antenna casing that contains
multiple transmitters and receivers which provides high density 3D data and can be
acquired using a motorised survey platform) [50,51].

2.2. Resistivity

Resistivity methods determine the electrical resistance of the subsurface [5,36,52]
by measuring the electrical potential difference between two current and two potential
electrodes in the ground [17,53]. The resistivity of earth materials is controlled by their
composition, porosity, fluid saturation, and fluid chemistry [36]. By using multiple elec-
trodes with different spacings, the electrical properties of the subsurface at a range of
depths can be calculated [36]. Electrode spacing is important when setting up a resistivity
survey, because the maximum data resolution is equal to the minimum electrode spacing.
Additionally, an increased distance between the electrodes equates to an increased depth
of penetration (but lower resolution data) [36,54]. Electrode configuration is equally impor-
tant because the configuration of the current and potential electrodes also has a significant
impact on the data resolution, sensitivity and signal ratio [52]. Common configurations
(known as arrays) are Wenner, Schlumberger, pole–dipole, dipole–dipole, pole–pole, and
the gradient [52].

To set up a single ERT line, multiple electrodes (most standard sets come with 64)
are placed in the ground, equidistant and in a straight line across the midpoint of the
grave/area of interest, and connected with a multi-core cable [52] (shown in Figure 2).
The total length of an ERT line controls the maximum depth of survey, and the electrode
spacing controls the resolution, with total penetration usually being 20% of the total
line length [5,53]. The ERT software can be pre-programmed to collect resistivity data
using multiple arrays that once started, should not be touched until completion. The
collected data can then be presented in 1-, 2-, 3-, or 4D, depending on the purpose of the
survey [52]. The switch from 1- to 2D surveys (switch from FPR to ERT) was facilitated
by multi-electrode systems (the internal switch automatically changes between sets of
four electrodes) and widely available personal computers to undertake data inversion [52].
3D surveys can be collected in a true 3D configuration or multiple 2D lines that can be
combined to create a 3D data cube [52].

In contrast, FPR in its simplest form consists of passing an electrical current through
two current electrodes, and measuring the resulting voltage at two potential electrodes [52].
One current and one potential electrode remain stationary throughout the survey, whereas
the other current and potential electrodes are moved around the site of interest at a fixed
distance from each other, producing a 1D plan view of the subsurface features [52]. Figure 3
shows a traditional FPR system in use.



Remote Sens. 2021, 13, 2880 5 of 22

Figure 2. ZZ FlashRes64 ERT system being used in the field. Note the wetness around the electrodes
from where they were watered to lower the contact resistance.

Figure 3. Geoscan Research RM85 Resistance Meter being used in the field.
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3. Data Processing

For both radar and resistivity techniques, data processing is essential to facilitate
effective interpretation. Data processing aims to eliminate associated ‘noise’, remove
artefacts that may make interpretation difficult, and improve the visibility of features that
elicited a weak response [30,36]. Data processing should be undertaken judiciously and
conservatively, only applying the minimum amount necessary to facilitate the aims of the
survey [36,39,55]. In-depth discussions on data processing techniques can be found in
Conyers [30] and Schmidt [36] for radar and resistivity, respectively.

3.1. GPR

The most common processing requirements for GPR are to remove very low frequency
components of the data, increase the gain to make deeper parts of the profile visible,
removing noise, and migrate point source hyperbolas [30]. Other processing objectives
include correcting the orientation of steep dipping layers, optimising the interpretability
of reflectors through frequency filtering and correcting for surface topography [30]. The
methods that can be used to achieve these processing objectives can be found in Table 1.

Table 1. List of processing purposes and the approach that should be used to accomplish them for
GPR data, as per Conyers [30].

Processing Purposes and Approach

Processing Purposes Processing Approach

Increase visibility of deeper features AGC or time varying gain

Remove noise Background removal, high-pass and low-pass
filters, frequency filtering

Remove point source hyperbolas to their
sources Migration

Correct the orientation of steep dipping layers

Change visibility of reflections of interest Frequency filtering

More complicated methods of data processing can be used including predictive and
deterministic deconvolution ringing (compresses noise and improves temporal resolution [56]
or undertaking a Hilbert transform (identifies zones of conductivity contrast) [55,57].Common
GPR processing software includes ReflexW [58], GPR-SLICE, RADAN, and (usually more
limited) software produced by GPR instrument manufacturers.

An additional processing step for GPR data is to combine multiple 2D profiles into
amplitude slices or 3D data cubes. Amplitude maps average the strength of the GPR
response over a discrete depth within each trace and then display this as a 2D surface [30,59].
This method is most suitable for mapping features with linear geometry and high amplitude
responses, as opposed to the more subtle responses related to stratigraphic features which
are used to locate graves [60]. A further step is to create a 3D cube including all amplitude
values for the survey, which can be displayed in any orientation [30].

3.2. Resistivity

The main difference between ERT and FPR data processing methods is the inversion
process that ERT data undergoes [36]. The inversion mathematically models a depth section
of estimated subsurface resistivity based on surface measurements of apparent resistance
(an example of inverted ERT data can be seen in Figure 4) [36]. This is usually undertaken
using a least-squares optimisation method however care is needed to ensure that the model
uses appropriate smoothness constraints and is displayed using an appropriate colour
scale [36,61]. Caution must also be taken if there are large differences between the raw
data and the model, as this can mean that the data is unreliable [62]. The inversions have
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commonly been undertaken using the commercial software Res2D but there is increasing
interest in open-source software such as BERT and ResIPy [63].

Figure 4. A comparison between GPR (top) and ERT (middle) collected over three pigs (bottom)
buried at an approximate depth of one meter approximately one month prior to survey. The burial
is observable in the GPR, both by the stratigraphic disturbance in the shallow subsurface and by
hyperbola on the pig bodies. The burial is observable in the ERT data, both by a resistive anomaly in
the shallow subsurface above the pigs, due to soil disturbance, and a conductive anomaly directly
related to the pigs (white dotted rectangles).

The need to process FPR data as summarized by Schmidt [36], can be for three
reasons: data defects from problems with acquisition, highlighting weak anomalies that
are important to the interpretation, and presenting the data in a way that the intended
audience will understand. These issues can be ameliorated by data improvement, data
processing, and image processing, respectively (summarized in Table 2) [36]. Software such
as Geoplot and Snuffler can be used to process FPR data.
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Table 2. List of processing objectives and the method that should be used to accomplish them for
FPR data [36].

Processing Purposes and Approach

Processing Purposes Processing Approach

Data improvement

Even out differences between data grids Grid balancing

Correct erroneous resistance measurements (from high
contact resistance or impeded current flow) Spike removal

Remove stripy data (due to sensor balancing
imperfections) Line adjustment

Data processing

Retain and emphasize small features and remove
background variations High-pass filtering

Remove unwanted data of broad background changes
and suppress variations that are smaller than the

intended target
Low-pass filtering

Create smoother appearance with finer resolution (for
noisy data) Interpolation

Image processing

Convert data numbers into grayscale raster images * Transfer function
* Converting FPR data into an image for interpretation is an irreversible process, meaning that the actual measurement
data cannot be reconstructed once the pixels are calculated [36]. At this point, important information may be lost.
Although this step is helpful for evaluating data, it is not a replacement for the recorded measurements [36].

4. Data Interpretation

Once the geophysical data has been collected, processed, and displayed in an inter-
pretable format, it needs to be interpreted to determine if it contains any features that are
consistent with the size, shape, and depth of an unmarked grave. Effective data interpreta-
tion relies on having both a clear hypothetical model for what your target may look like
(for which modelling software can be useful), and a comprehensive understanding of the
geological and cultural history of the site. The key parameters that need to be considered
for the effective interpretation of the presence of unmarked graves include the dimensions
of the feature, the porosity, lithology, and water saturation/chemistry of the grave’s fill, the
state of decomposition of the body, and whether any other materials (such as a void or a
coffin) are expected to be present. A full discussion on data interpretation can be found in
Conyers [30] for GPR and Schmidt [36] for Resistivity.

4.1. GPR

The principal challenge associated with GPR interpretation is that the subsurface
is filled with anomalies that are not necessarily relevant to the detection of unmarked
graves [30]. Further, the activities that produce anomalies in GPR associated with burials
(i.e., soil disturbance) are produced by many other activities, such as natural animal, insect,
or plant activity, or non-suspicious human activity such as water pipe maintenance [59]. In
conjunction with analysing processed reflection profiles for anomalies, a combination of
synthetic modelling, amplitude time slicing, and 3D feature rendering should be used for a
more holistic method of data interpretation [30].

Synthetic modelling can be undertaken on 2D or 3D data outputs to model how
specific earth materials will be resolved by a GPR survey, with the aim of facilitating more
effective data interpretation [34]. The benefit of using scale model measurements from
synthetic models as opposed to measurements made on the actual GPR, is the elimination
of the ‘trenching effect’ (defined as the unknown difference in the electrical properties of
the disturbed soil compared to the undisturbed soil) [64]. Modelling also allows the user to
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plan which antennae frequency to bring/use [64]. The open-source software GPRMax is
now almost ubiquitous for GPR modelling and has been used in the investigation of the
use of GPR in burial studies [65–67].

Effective 3D modelling of GPR data was done by Kelly and colleagues [68], which
found that important subsurface features relating to the survey were found only on the 3D
model. More specifically, a GPR survey was undertaken at a churchyard cemetery and then
modelled in both 2- and 3D, with the 3D model highlighting companion burial plots and
encircling burial sites that were not evident on the 2D model [68]. The authors also noted
that both the 2- and 3D models were accurate reconstructions on the scene itself, further
validating this type of data interpretation.

4.2. Resistivity

First and foremost, an effective interpretation relies on accurate knowledge of the
site’s history, subsurface, and the approximate size and depth of the anomalies. This can
be in the form of topographic maps, historic records regarding past land use, current
records regarding recent land works (pipe installation/maintenance for example), and in a
forensic case, police intelligence detailing the number, burial depth, and approximate size
of the victims. Various geographic information system software’s that allow you to overlay
multiple lines of geographic data can be helpful in determining the reason for a resistivity
anomaly with a higher or lower resistance value than the background [36].

The interpretation of unmarked graves from resistivity data requires a conceptual
model of how the presence of the burials will impact the resistivity of the subsurface.
Ditches or graves will often exhibit a negative resistivity contrast because the in-filled soil
is usually less compacted and hence has greater pore space to hold fluids, creating a lower
resistivity than the soil surrounding it [36]. This is impart due to the trenching effect (elabo-
rated on above), which is when uneven terrain may produce misleading anomalies [64,69].
If the grave is on a hill, in a ditch, or in itself very deep, the topography effects should be
well understood and removed from the model before being interpreted [69]. It is important
to note that graves will not always result in a negative contrast and will depend on the
lithology of the grave fill and surrounding area, soil porosity, water saturation and fluid
chemistry [36]. Modelling software such as Res2DMod are very useful for exploring how
changes in the subsurface resistance values will impact the survey results.

5. Application to Grave Detection
5.1. GPR

GPR anomalies related to the presence of unmarked graves can occur in several
forms. The most robust way to locate burials is to find disturbances to the soil stratigraphy
related to digging the graves by imaging changes to the lithology and/or sedimentary
structure [70,71]. In other cases the direct detection of graves might be possible based on
the presence of hyperbola signals (high-amplitude reflections in a characteristic parabolic
shape) where there is a high contrast in dielectric properties between the burial and the
sounding material, such as an intact (particularly metal) coffin, metallic grave goods, the
presence of a vault, void space inside the coffin or cadaver, or (very occasionally) from the
skeletal material itself [19–24,30,37,72–75]. The use of hyperbolae for grave detection has,
however, unfortunately been applied too widely, and includes many cases where no high
contrast materials are likely to be present.

The effectiveness of a GPR survey when detecting graves will depend on variables
such as soil composition, time since burial, as well as target composition, depth, and
size [6,21,23,26,28,37,39,40,76–79]. Firstly, GPR equipment achieves the best penetration when
used in sandy soils as opposed to those that are saline and/or clay-rich [23,25,37,39]. This was
highlighted in Schultz and colleagues’ [25] research when, in sand, the GPR equipment was
able to detect the burials at 21.5 months, even after skeletonization, whereas in clay, the burials
were only detectable for the first six months, and difficult to detect afterwards even with the
soft tissue present [25]. This is because the clay horizon masked the burials and the hyperbolic
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response from the cadavers appeared as natural undulations of the clay horizon [25]. Despite
this, the most prospective zones for locating soil disturbance is the shallow subsurface where
soil horizons are best developed, so clay soils are not always detrimental when using GPR for
grave location [25].

Next, the time since burial is an important aspect when considering the detectability
of the grave. An individual who has been recently buried and is undergoing active decom-
position may be detectable because of the change in soil composition from decomposition
products and/or because of the presence of a (semi) intact chest cavity [80]. Similarly,
the backfill of recent burials may be more easily detected because the porosity contrast
is greatest compared to the surrounding undisturbed soil, and there is little chance for
pedogenesis to occur in the backfilled sediment [19,30]. Although more recent burials may
be more detectable by GPR [74], it is still a useful technique when locating cemetery or
archaeological burials. Dick and colleagues [81] found that progressively older burials
were more difficult to detect with multi-frequency GPR (225 MHz–900 MHz); however, the
surveys were able to locate the unmarked graves in three historic graveyards. The authors
noted that geophysical techniques could potentially be used to date the burials, based on
their geophysical response [81].

In discussing the target composition, research is not in agreement about what subsur-
face material is most commonly being detected by GPR. Schultz and Martin [46] found
that when surveying simulated pig burials, the anomaly being detected was not the actual
cadaver but the surrounding disturbed soil. Conversely, Schultz and colleagues [25] found
that with similar burial conditions, the anomaly being detected was in fact the skeletal
remains and not the soil disturbances. In both the above examples, the pig cadavers were
buried ‘naked’, meaning that they were not buried in any material, such as tarpaulin. The
use of tarpaulin to wrap the cadavers (done for forensic purposes, to simulate commonly
found burials) retains fluids around the target and delays decomposition, making these
targets easier to detect [82]. An example of a GPR survey used to locate simulated naked
pig burials is shown in Figure 4. In rare cases the skeletal remains can be directly detected,
such from a Viking Age site, dated to AD 1000 in Northern Iceland, and was hypothesized
to be successful because of their excellent preservation [19]. Ultimately, the material be-
ing detected by GPR will vary case by case, and be dependent on variables such as soil
composition, time since burial, and target composition.

The depth and size of the target are important considerations because both will
dictate which antennae frequency and line spacing to use and can affect how the resulting
anomalies are interpreted [23]. The average forensically significant burial will be less than
one metre deep [40] while archaeological burials in some cultures often being buried at
two meters deep. Therefore, depending on the purpose of the geophysical survey, different
antennae frequencies may be employed. When considering appropriate line spacing,
smaller targets buried closer to the surface will require smaller line spacing than those that
are larger and buried deeper [83]. To exemplify this, Ruffell and colleagues [23] found that
when locating a 156 year old cemetery, a lower frequency with a larger line spacing allowed
for larger targets to be found, and a higher frequency with smaller line spacing was better
for smaller objects [23]. When it comes to interpretation of the GPR data, knowledge of
the depth and size of the target is beneficial, as this allows subsurface features with the
same dimensions as the targeted human remains to be prioritised for further investigation.
Conversely, if the size of the anomaly is smaller (or bigger) than the intended target, it can
be eliminated as a point of interest.

The depth and size of the target are also important when discussing its detectability. In
a study conducted by Schultz [84] looking at how GPR detects simulated graves containing
small pig cadavers, the depth of the burial played a role in GPR’s ability to detect the grave
anomaly. More specifically, the cadavers that were buried deeper were detectable for a
longer amount of time, because decomposition was slower than cadavers buried in more
shallow graves [84]. In the same study, and one similar using large pig cadavers [25], it
was demonstrated that size also affected GPR’s ability to detect grave anomalies. More
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specifically, the large cadavers were able to be detected for almost two years (in sandy
soils—only six months in clay), whereas the small cadavers were difficult to detect after
they were skeletonized, as there was not a strong enough contrast in the area around the
grave [84].

The physical environment of the survey area is also a significant determinant of the
potential success of a GPR survey. GPR does not work well over uneven ground or areas
with tall or dense vegetation, or large surface features [24,76,78,79] because of problems
with inadequate ground coupling and site access. An additional constraint on effective
grave detection is the presence of subsurface disturbance, such as animal burrows which
can mask the presence of graves [82,83].

Along with the archaeological works mentioned in this review (such as [19,23,71,76,85,86]),
GPR is commonly used for archaeological prospection when locating unmarked graves in
cemeteries where the grave markers are no longer visible [74,76,77,87,88]. For example, Moffat
and colleagues [88] used GPR at the historic Walkerville Wesleyan Cemetery in Australia
and were able to locate 168 probable and 20 possible graves, and then 68 additional graves
containing more than one interment. Other examples include Polymenakos [75] who found
that a GPR survey over a prehistoric cemetery in Greece not only allowed practitioners to locate
Late Bronze Age burials, but were also able to find and interpret other anomalies that were
not graves, lending information to past burial practices. Similarly, Barone and colleagues [89]
used GPR over the oldest section of a non-Catholic cemetery in Rome, which allowed for
the corroboration of historic burial records, as well as the location of other documented but
unmarked graves. Bladon and colleagues [87] note that using geophysics over cemeteries is
not only to locate burials, but to ensure that they have not been disturbed, as well as being
able to locate modern anthropogenic fill, indicating areas that may not be of archaeological
interest [87]. Interestingly, not all burials associated with a cemetery are of archaeological
significance. Ruffell [90] highlights this in a GPR search done in 2003 for a high-profile victim in
a graveyard in Northern Ireland. Police and community intelligence stated that an individual
linked to the 1969-1997 IRA (Irish Republican Army) campaign, may be buried there; however,
negative GPR results and the body of the missing individual being found in a different location
countered that [90].

5.2. Resistivity

Resistivity methods are able to detect graves because of the disturbed soil within the
shaft that may have higher or lower resistivity values than the surrounding area [5]. The
difference in values is controlled by lithology and porosity, as well as fluid saturation and
chemistry [5,36]. If the shallow subsurface is extremely wet or extremely dry, this can make
effective resistivity data collection (especially ERT) difficult [36]. In conjunction with soil
composition, the effectiveness of an ERT survey when detecting graves will depend on
variables such as time since burial, seasonal changes, target depth and composition, and
the ground topography.

In relatively recent burials, the bodily fluids will mix with the surrounding soil
increasing ion concentration in pore water, creating a conductive anomaly [5,53,91] (shown
in Figure 4, as it also shows the ERT output of simulated pig graves only one month after
burial). This was exemplified by Jervis and colleagues [92] who were able to detect a
conductive anomaly due to the mixture of bodily fluids in the soil when using FPR to
survey a buried pig cadaver over a period of six months. The authors found that this feature
was detectable as a low resistivity anomaly from weeks four to 20 post-burial [92]. A similar
study was done by Jervis et al. [53] with three burials, one with a ‘naked’ pig cadaver,
one wrapped in tarpaulin and one empty grave, surveyed with FPR multiple times over a
one-year period. The naked pig cadaver was detectable throughout the year, presumably
because of the increase in groundwater conductivity from the decomposition fluids [53].
The resistivity response from the wrapped pig cadaver varied; it was initially very high
between day 28 and 168, low from day 196 to 336, and then back to high on day 364 [53].
In congruity with similar field experiments, the authors stated that the resistivity levels
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were high due to the presence of the tarpaulin material, as well as the decomposition fluids
inside the tarpaulin [53,91,92]. Once the decomposition fluids are no longer present in
the soil, detecting the burials may become more difficult. This was shown by Dick and
colleagues [81] who found that it was progressively difficult to detect older burials with
ERT and GPR.

As the effectiveness of a resistivity survey is dependent on the amount of moisture
in the soil, understanding seasonal changes and the accompanying moisture changes is
beneficial. In experimental studies that span at least a year, the variability in the resistivity
values may be due to the seasonal change, as the soil moisture content will vary with each
passing season. Surveys done in the winter have a higher moisture content whereas in
summer, there is a higher likelihood that the soils may dry out. This was demonstrated by
Jervis and Pringle [93] when assessing the resistivity variation related to the soil moisture
differences that accompany seasonal changes. Over three years, three simulated pig graves
were surveyed using FPR [93]. The results showed that there was a repeating pattern of
the residual volume of the grave resistivity features, most prominent between January
and April, which are the months where the net gain of soil moisture is the highest (winter
months in the northern hemisphere) [93].

Knowledge of the target depth and composition is useful because it will dictate the
distance and array of the electrodes [36]. For ERT, the line is best placed in the middle of
the subsurface feature, however, the depth of penetration will increase when the length
of the line increases. The depth of penetration also increases when the distance between
the electrodes increases as well. As for the targets themselves, resistivity may not be
appropriate for delineating objects that are buried close together or overlapping because of
the low data resolution compared to GPR [36]. As a result resistivity, and more specifically
ERT, is not suitable for locating individual bodies within a mass grave; however, it is very
useful for delineating the overall extent of these features, i.e., mapping the grave walls [94].
If the subsurface object being detected is of known size and shape (or a hypothesized
size and shape), the spatial extents of the resulting anomaly may help to discern each
individual feature.

With archaeologically significant burials, resistivity surveys can detect, in addition to
grave related soil disturbance, subsurface features such as tombs, building foundations,
walls, and coffins [5,26,53,91,95–100]. The detection of soil disturbances was demonstrated
by Nero and colleagues [91] at a suspected royal cemetery at the Kwame Nkrumah Uni-
versity of Science and Technology in Ghana, wherein the ERT data demonstrated large
resistivity variations in the near surface that were consistent with soil disturbances as well
as high resistivity anomalies consistent with burial tombs and low resistivity anomalies
consistent with naked burials [91]. Matias and colleagues [95] applied resistivity techniques
to detect the tomb of Damião de Goes, a prominent humanist from 1574 in Portugal, which
found high resistivity levels associated with the tomb walls, as well as low resistivity
levels associated with the area in between that was enriched by ions from decomposition
fluids. These results were corroborated by a full excavation, which found the tomb with
several skeletal remains inside [95]. Various researchers in Greece demonstrated ERT’s
ability to detect foundations and walls of ancient and historically important buildings
both on land and submerged in water [96–99]. Finally, ERT techniques were used in South
Australia to locate skeletal remains buried in a coffin that was approximately 150 years
old, which found anomalous low resistivity values that were successfully retrieved upon
excavation [26]. The lower resistivity levels around the coffin were likely attributed to the
collection and retention of water [5,26].

The topography of the ground, both on the surface and subsurface, can affect the
earth resistance measurements, largely due to differential drainage and the resistance
topography effect [36]. Differential drainage is most commonly seen on the slopes of earth
monuments such as hills or banks, and depending on the soil conditions and where the
water is draining, certain areas of the topographic feature will present as higher or lower
resistivity levels [36]. Knowledge of the topographic features and the drainage patterns will
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aid in a more accurate interpretation of the resistivity data [36]. The resistance topography
effect describes the affect that topographic features have on the resulting earth resistance
values [36]. Even in homogeneous ground, anomalies can present in the resistivity data
that are simply from topographic features such as subsurface ditches [36]. Although the
resistance topography effect can cause anomalies not related to the purpose of the survey
(i.e., a burial), an experienced practitioner can differentiate the difference, as forensically or
archaeologically significant anomalies will be detected beyond the limits of the topographic
feature [36].

6. Discussion
6.1. GPR Versus Resistivity

The main principle behind radar and resistivity’s ability to locate graves is that
the disturbed soil of the grave will be detected as an anomaly, differentiating it from
the undisturbed soil around it. In certain situations, geophysical techniques can detect
physical objects or features within the grave as well, including human remains/bodies,
associated evidence, or archaeological artefacts. As these techniques both rely of mapping
soil disturbance rather than directly locating bodies, it is imperative to conduct a thorough
investigation, including the potential burial type, as well as the conditions of the soil,
climate, and the burial itself, prior to commencing a geophysical survey. In a forensic
context, this can mean obtaining information from witnesses and suspects about the last
known whereabouts of the victim(s), as well as the items they may have had on/with
them [6,24]. It is also important to understand the soil and climate conditions of the site,
including the soil types, the presence of any large subsurface objects (large rocks or pipes
for example), and the climate history.

GPR equipment can collect data points in a short amount of time with the highest
resolution compared to any other geophysical technique [24,37,39,90,101]. It is a non-
invasive method, meaning that there will be no disruption to the surrounding area and
no destruction of potential subsurface evidence [24–26,40,49,101,102]. It is able to locate
graves by imaging the disturbance of sedimentary structures, such as cross-beds, when
there are no lithological changes [60]. GPR can be used on a variety of terrain, including dry,
flat, and sandy soils, concrete and tarmac, and over fresh water [23–25,37,39]. Conversely,
GPR is not optimal when detecting subsurface anomalies in clay-rich, high-salinity soil,
areas that are uneven or full of tall or dense vegetation, as well as soils with subsurface
disturbance [4,23–25,39–41]. Table 3 summarizes the research done by Schultz [24] and
Miller [32] regarding the areas in which GPR can be successful and unsuccessful.

Table 3. Compiled list of the optimal and non-optimal areas in which to conduct a GPR survey as
per Schultz [24].

Optimal and Non-Optimal Areas to Search for Graves Using Gpr

Optimal Non-Optimal

Dry, sandy soils Clay rich and high saline soils

Fresh water (see above) Salt water (see above)

Flat ground Uneven ground/hills

Areas void of large surface and subsurface
objects (gravestones, rocks, gravel layers)

Areas with large surface and subsurface objects
(gravestones, rocks, gravel layers)

Areas with low and sparse vegetation Areas with tall and dense vegetations

Ruffell and colleagues [103] note that as water covers two thirds of the planet, it
is important to have techniques available to search the aqueous environments that may
be concealing evidence (bodies and weapons) of a crime. The evolution of using GPR
techniques to survey water began with walking the equipment over ice [104,105], to
suspending radar antennae over bodies of water (to assess water flow) [106,107], and
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finally placing the GPR equipment on a boat or jetty [103,108,109]. The latter technique
is now coined water penetrating radar (WPR), and despite its experimental success by
Haeni et al. [108] and Sellmann et al. [109] in 1987 and 1992, respectively, very few real life
uses or research articles have been published since [103]. One such example of a real-life
use was in 2006, when Ruffell [110] published the successful use of a 200 MHz antenna
locating a jet ski used in a water accident. The author used a 100, 200, and 400 MHZ
antenna over a shallow lake in Northern Ireland, and noted that the 400 MHz antenna
was unable to penetrate water deeper than 2m, and that the 100 and 200 MHz antennae
produced high levels of ringing when penetrating deeper than 6 m [110]. As is consistent
with using GPR over dry land, the best resolution with WPR is achieved when surveying
shallow depths, and will not be useful in high salinity environments, such as salt water,
or clay floors [103,111,112]. Contrary to dry land use (when searching for graves), using
lower frequency antennae will achieve better results, with Forde et al. [112] stating that
antennae between 100 and 500 MHz is best (with the lower end antennae producing optimal
results) [103]. The little available research is in agreement that WPR is advantageous in
rapidly surveying large bodies of fresh water, however, more needs to be understood about
how EM waves react under water [103,111].

Resistivity methods are considerably less affected by the soil type and surface/subsurface
obstructions (optimal and non-optimal survey areas summarized in Table 4) [5,36,37]. This
was demonstrated by Wadsworth and colleagues [54] when GPR and magnetic surveys
indicated potential building rubble in the subsurface, whereas the ERT results demon-
strated a rather homogeneous subsurface, making it a useful tool to locate graves without
confounding debris (that could skew the final interpretations). That being said, some resis-
tivity survey results have proven problematic in dry, coarse-grained heterogeneous soils, as
these conditions can mask target locations, or result in non-grave anomalies [37,113,114].

Table 4. Compiled list of the optimal and non-optimal areas in which to conduct a resistivity survey
as per Moffat [5] and Pringle et al. [37].

Optimal and Non-Optimal Areas to Search for Graves Using Resistivity Methods

Optimal Non-Optimal

High saline soils Dry soil, lacking moisture

Clay rich soils After a metal detector survey

Areas with large surface and subsurface objects
(gravestones, fences, rocks, gravel layers)

Areas with tall and dense vegetation

The most significant downside to resistivity is the extensive set up and data collection
time, which when compared to GPR is approximately 100× slower for a single line with 25×
less horizontal resolution. When looking at ERT and FPR specifically, the former is slower
than the latter. Although this time constraint does not affect archaeological investigations
(as these can span for weeks, months, and even years), forensic investigations are often
time limited, thus being able to identify burials rapidly is a necessity, potentially excluding
resistivity as a possible technique [86]. In this situation GPR can be used to rapidly survey
a larger area, highlighting potential areas of interest that ERT or FPR can then further
characterise for excavation.

Pringle and colleagues [40,113,115] demonstrated the advantages and disadvantages
of using ERT and GPR on simulated graves using pig cadavers and plastic cast teaching
skeletons. Studies published in 2012 and 2016 explored the geophysical techniques’ ability
to detect clandestine graves in the short- (0–3 years) and long-term (4–6 years). These
studies looked at both wrapped (in tarpaulin) and naked burials to emulate possible
real-life situations [113,115]. The short-term results demonstrated that ERT consistently
produced anomalies with lower resistivity than the surrounding soil when surveying the
naked burial and higher resistivity than the surrounding soil when surveying the wrapped
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burial [113]. GPR was able to detect the wrapped burial throughout the 3 years; however,
the amplitude of this anomaly continually reduced after approximately 2 years for all
antennae frequencies [113]. Depending on the antenna frequency, the naked burial was
detectable up to 12–15 months and difficult to detect after 18 months post burial [113].
With all antennae frequencies, the GPR data detected other, smaller anomalies that were
not associated with the grave, making the naked burials harder to pinpoint [113]. The
long-term results demonstrated that ERT was unable to detect the naked burial after 4 years
but was able to consistently detect high resistivity anomalies over the wrapped burial
related to soil disturbance during burial throughout years 4–6 [115]. Similarly, GPR was
able to detect the wrapped burial throughout the entire period, but had difficulty detecting
the naked burial, even at 225 MHz, which was found to be the optimal frequency [115].

In a similar study, Pringle and colleagues [40] created a simulated grave with a clothed
plastic teaching skeleton, as well as animal products and physiological saline, in an urban
environment. A series of GPR and ERT surveys were undertaken prior to burial, one month
and then three months post burial [40]. In the GPR survey, an anomaly associated with the
simulated grave was found on the one and three month surveys, that was notably absent
on the control grave [40]. The ERT data demonstrated a low resistivity anomaly at the one
month survey, which was more pronounced at the three month survey [40].

Most recently, Pringle et al. [10] used GPR, ERT (referred to as electrical resistivity
imaging), and FPR to survey four simulated pig burials over a period of 10 years; a novel
study in its field because of the length of survey time post burial, as well as the scope of
geophysical and geological techniques utilized. The simulated graves were the same size
and depth (~1.5 m length, 0.75 m width, and 0.6 m deep) and consisted of one naked burial,
one wrapped in tarpaulin, one empty grave used as a control, and the fourth used for the
electrical conductivity of grave soil water experiments [10]. The GPR surveys consisted
of 2D profiles along two survey lines using 110 MHz, 225 MHz, 450 MHz, and 900 MHz
antennae [10]. Data was collected every three months for the first six years, and then
every year for the remaining four years [10]. The ERT surveys consisted of one 15.5 m line
with 0.5 m electrode intervals, where data was collected every three months for the first
six years, and then every year until the end of the monitoring period [10]. For all antennae
frequencies, the GPR results demonstrated that the naked burial was poorly imaged as a
low amplitude hyperbolic reflection only for the first six years, the wrapped burial was
clearly detectable as a large hyperbolic reflection throughout the survey period, and the
empty control burial produced only small hyperbolic reflections, probably related to tree
roots or other subsurface, non-anthropogenic anomalies [10]. The ERT results demonstrated
that the naked burial was detectable as a low resistivity anomaly up to four years and
then difficult to detect afterwards, the wrapped burial was detectable as a high resistivity
anomaly throughout the ten years, and the empty control burial was only detectable as
a negative resistivity anomaly for the first year [10]. This study highlighted that when
grave conditions are unknown, which is often the case in forensic investigations, using
both GPR and resistivity methods is the optimal methodology when searching for buried
remains [10].

The above noted ERT results, with regard to the conductive nature of the grave
anomalies, would most likely be similar if undertaken by FPR. This as demonstrated by
Jervis and colleagues [53,92], discussed in detail above in Section 5.2. In sum, the results
were similar to [40,113,115], demonstrating that (recent) naked burials present as a low
resistivity anomaly, and wrapped burials present as a high resistivity anomaly. These
similarities indicate that the choice between using ERT or FPR comes down to equipment
access, more so than one being better for grave location.

6.2. Forensic Versus Archaeological Burials

Both GPR and resistivity methods are useful for detecting graves (see Dick et al. [81] for
a simplified schematic of typical geophysical targets for forensic and historic/archaeological
graves) however the differing aims of archaeological and forensic surveys mean they
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may have slightly different methodological requirements. The main difference between
forensic and archaeological investigations is that the results of the former may be used
in a legal context [116]. For that reason, the methods of data acquisition, processing, and
interpretation will be shaped by the strict evidentiary guidelines laid out by the court [37].
For example, although field documentation and survey protocols are equally as important
in forensic and archaeological investigations, a lawyer can question the practitioner on
their data collection and processing methodology, or degree expertise in the field, that can
result in their testimony (and accompanying evidence) being deemed inadmissible. This
can lead to an unfavourable outcome, such as the person(s) responsible being acquitted.

Firstly, it is important to note that both techniques will not only detect relevant (grave)
anomalies but will also detect irrelevant ones, such as natural or anthropogenic subsurface
disturbances unrelated to burials. This was evident in a geophysical survey conducted in
New Zealand, where GPR and a shallow electromagnetic survey was done to locate human
remains in a plantation forest [117]. The subsurface had been irregularly disrupted by tree
harvesting, including partial removal of tree stumps, therefore the GPR survey detected
many subsurface anomalies, most of which were not relevant to the burial containing the
human remains [117]. Locating all subsurface anomalies in a forensic investigation can be
problematic because the goal is usually to exclude as many potential anomalies as possible,
to focus excavation on the covert burial. In contrast, in archaeological investigations,
having all subsurface anomalies detected can be helpful because the goal is often to find all
potential features to better understand the subsurface of the site. Despite these differences
between forensic and archaeological investigations, survey parameters (such as line space
and antennae frequency for GPR, and the distance and array of the electrodes for resistivity
methods) can be the same.

Other important factors include the associated monetary and time costs. In general,
undertaking a geophysical survey is expensive (high equipment and consultant costs)
and requires a high level of training (or the use of a trained consultant) to be able to
accurately collect and interpret subsurface anomalies [24,25,101]. Although it is highly
dependent on the individual equipment specifications, new FPR, GPR (single frequency),
and ERT equipment can be bought for less than AUD 5000, AUD 30,000, and AUD 50,000,
respectively. The equipment can also be rented, which is generally 1% of the standard
nominal purchase price. If those undertaking the survey are not trained in near surface
geophysics, a consultant must be utilized which can be expensive depending on the length
of the survey and size of the survey site. That, combined with the time necessary to
complete a geophysical survey (especially with ERT [5]—see GPR versus resistivity section
above) and the availability of the equipment has resulted in limited opportunities to utilize
these techniques. Schultz [24] discusses the importance of forming good relationships
between law enforcement, archaeological companies, and universities, as those most highly
trained will be academics who can then utilize their expertise (and sometimes equipment)
for law enforcement and archaeological purposes [24,41].

6.3. Uses in Forensic Investigations

Due to the more stringent time and cost barriers associated with forensic investigations,
as well as the importance surrounding evidence admissibility [37], there has been an
abundance of published works on GPR and resistivity used for archaeological purposes
(referenced and discussed above) but significantly less in a forensic context. For each
technique, the forensic applications have been primarily experimental (see GPR versus
resistivity section). That being said, a comprehensive literature review highlighted the
following recent forensic surveys in which GPR, and resistivity methods were used.

In Italy in 2013, an individual went missing and was hypothesized to be buried in
one of the many surrounding caves [118]. A GPR survey was conducted which success-
fully found the person in question, as well as being able to provide information on the
subsurface geological features [118]. In Spain in 2011, GPR was used over a mountainous
environment in an attempt to locate the skeletal remains of an individual that had gone
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missing 10-20 years prior [65]. This use of GPR highlighted the challenges associated
with using this technique on a difficult terrain, including its inability to detect subsurface
features with centimetre precision [65]. That being said, the authors report that the 3D
imaging of the GPR data, complimented with the 2D analysis, was helpful in the final
data interpretation [65]. In 2009, Billinger [119] conducted a GPR survey over the concrete
basement floor of a residential dwelling where the body of a missing person was presumed
to be. Although the GPR results highlighted an anomaly consistent with a burial, the
excavation produced negative results, as no body was found [119]. This article highlights
two important points, firstly, GPR can be successfully used over various types of surfaces
(such as concrete), secondly however, not all anomalies that are consistent with a burial will
be so upon excavation. Finally, in 2014, a phased site investigation that included GPR suc-
cessfully located human remains associated with the Spanish Civil War [120]. Although the
excavation was halted, the authors successfully demonstrated that GPR, accompanied with
remote sensing and case specific intelligence gathering, can locate those lost in situations
of violent conflict that often result in hundreds of thousands of deaths [120].

In Adelaide (Australia), in 2018, GPR and ERT were used in an attempt to locate
burials of the Beaumont children, three siblings that went missing in 1966 from a beach in
South Australia [121]. The GPR survey was unable to locate any anomalies associated with
burials because of the presence of complex anthropogenic sediments on the site; however,
the ERT survey was successful in detecting a subsurface anomaly that was consistent with
the size, shape and depth of a burial that could have contained three small children [121].
Although upon excavation, only animal bones and rubbish were found, this was the first
time ERT had been used in a forensic capacity in Australia and successfully highlighted its
potential for locating clandestine burials on other sites [121,122].

Published in 2020, Molina and colleagues [123] aided Colombian forensic investigators
with the search for the burials of the missing persons associated with human rights atrocities
14 year prior. ERT was used to survey a mountainous area, as well as the grounds of a
former school, both of which were in poor condition and difficult to access [123]. A low
resistivity anomaly was found in the mountainous area; however, upon excavation, it was
found to be a rock [123]. At the former school site, ERT identified two high resistivity
anomalies, one which was deemed too large to be human made therefore not excavated, and
a second that contained bovine remains [123]. Although the remains of those affected by
the atrocities were not found, this was the first time that a geophysical approach was taken
in Colombia for forensic investigations, which can now be used by forensic investigators to
survey other sites of interest [123].

As for FPR, in Texas (USA) in 1878, the infamous gunman William Longley was
rumoured to be hung with his final resting place unknown [124]. A mixture of probing,
coring, and resistivity methods were utilized which resulted in finding 34 unmarked
graves [124]. Of the 34 unmarked graves, 21 were excavated with no success in locating
Longley’s grave [124]. Although the purpose of the survey was not fulfilled, this example
highlighted the effectiveness of using ERT in a cemetery location, despite encountered
problems such as modern burials scattered all around the site and grave fill over half of
the site [124]. In Wales (UK) in 2008, the case of a missing female victim was investigated
using ERT techniques [125]. In total, the survey identified 121 anomalies, with 25 of those
being denoted as a priority [125]. Of the 25 priority anomalies, seven were recommended
for excavation [125]. Despite being recommended, these seven areas were never excavated
because the victim’s grave was found before any excavations could take place; however,
the authors believe that had the high priority positions that were identified been excavated
sooner, they could have been eliminated and other areas of interest could have been
explored [125]. This highlights FPR’s ability to narrow down larger scenes to be able to
provide police with a prioritized list of excavation spots [125].
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7. Conclusions

The location of burials is a critical research question in archaeology and forensic
investigations [1,4–6,126]; however, excavation can be expensive, destructive, culturally
inappropriate, and disruptive [5,10,127]. Geophysical techniques provide a non-invasive
and relatively rapid alternative, however, for the best results, they must be used with
judicious consideration of site conditions. Pringle et al. [10] provide an excellent table
detailing whether a forensically significant grave’s detectability was good, medium, or
poor, over a ten year period for both GPR and ERT, and should be reviewed by investigators
before undertaking a geophysical survey. For archaeologists, Dick and colleagues [81]
created a similar table detailing how well GPR and ERT were able to detect older burials.
The literature supports that GPR works best for almost any survey, particularly in flat, dry,
and sandy soils with minimal surface and subsurface features; however, resistivity methods
should be used in areas where GPR falls short, including in clay-rich, high salinity soils,
where great depth is required, and locations with tall or dense vegetation and gravestones.

Due to the high dependence on site specific conditions, it is imperative that control
studies be done in different areas and countries so that an informed decision on which
technique is most appropriate to use can be made, facilitating an accurate interpretation
of the data [37]. This is especially important when being used in a forensic context, firstly,
as all scientific evidence will be subject to stringent evidentiary rules concerning their
admissibility [37], but more importantly, to be able locate and reunite a missing individual
with their loved ones. Although there are optimal and non-optimal sites to use GPR and
resistivity, it is important to note that a multi-geophysical technique approach is always
best if possible [128].
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