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Which Site 1s Best?

e Strongest MER-A
candidate site will
combine safety with
achieving the science
objectives of the
mission.




Safety

e True, Gusev isnot a
perfectly smooth site.

e But none of the other
Sites are perfectly
smooth elther!




Safety
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Science Goals

 Does site show clear
evidence of surface
processes involving
ancient water?

YES. Only Gusev and
|sidis show clear
evidence of water and
only Gusev shows
strong evidence for
ponding of water.




Science Goals

ssite favorable for
oreservation of possible
orebiotic or biotic

OF 0CEsses?

e YES. Gusev and Terra
Meridiani are the best
Sites for preservation of
such material. Materials
at Gusev could be
exposed by impacts.




Science Goals

What geologic
materials are available?
Pal eol ake sediments.
|mpact materials.

Sediments probably
contain highland
materials.

Hydrothermal materials
from Thyra.




Conclusions

o Gusev meets the safety requirements and
science goals of the MER-A landing site.

e |tistheonly site which clearly shows evidence
of surface processes involving ancient water
and strong potential for preservation of
possible prebiotic or biotic processes.

 Gusev Isthe strongest MER-A candidate site
meeting all of these requirements.




