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Comments: The Ultra White Sand sample (Lab ID No. 15060-2) was tested as received.
Per your request, we performed a complete bunker sand analysis on the sample. To
evaluate bunker sands we use the criteria published by Brown and Thomas in a 1986
issue of Golf Course Management, guidelines that are the most widely accepted in the
industry today.

The sample contained small amounts of silt and clay. As a result, there was no crusting
of the sand after wetting and drying. This is desirable because bunkers with this sand in
place may not require raking after every rainfall or irrigation event.

The sand does not meet the Brown and Thomas recommendation for particle size
distribution because the very coarse sand content is high. While this may not affect
performance of the sand in a bunker, it presents a concern where bunkers are adjacent to
greens and the coarse particles are blasted up onto the green surface. It is really the
subjective opinion of the superintendent as to whether or not this is a problem.

The sand particle shape is mixed, ranging from angular to sub-rounded. Generally, the
more angular the sand particles are, the greater the resistance to ball penetration.

To measure the potential of a sand to produce fried egg lies or buried balls, we measure
the resistance of the sand to ball penetration using a penetrometer. Values of between 1.8
and 2.4 are considered acceptable according to the Brown and Thomas guidelines. Our
testing experience has shown that the more widely accepted sands have values of 2.20 or

above. This sand had a penetrometer reading of 3.30, suggesting a very low tendency to
bury the ball.

Although the Brown and Thomas bunker sand recommendations do not include an
infiltration rate, we suggest a minimum of 15 inches per hour. The infiltration rate was
high, so drainage through this sand should not be a problem initially.

These results suggest that this sand has properties that are desirable for use in bunkers.
The only potentially negative aspect apparent from our testing was the amount of very
coarse sand particles. Despite this testing, bunker sand selection is highly subjective.
Aside from playability, factors such as color and aesthetics are often weighed in the
decision process. We recommend that golf course superintendents, pros, greens
committee chairs, and any other interested parties visit a club with the sand in use. Play
into and out of it to see how they like it.

Please let me know if you have any questions on these results. Thank you.
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Mary c. T
Consultant




