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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides the results of the annual post-closure inspections conducted at the closed
Corrective Action Units (CAUSs) located on the Tonopah Test Range (TTR), Nevada. This report
covers calendar year 2010 and includes inspection and repair activities completed at the
following seven CAUs:

CAU 400: Bomblet Pit and Five Points Landfill (TTR)

CAU 407: Roller Coaster RadSafe Area (TTR)

CAU 424: Area 3 Landfill Complexes (TTR)

CAU 426: Cactus Spring Waste Trenches (TTR)

CAU 453: Area 9 UXO Landfill (TTR)

CAU 484: Surface Debris, Waste Sites, and Burn Area (TTR)
CAU 487: Thunderwell Site (TTR)

Inspections were conducted according to the post-closure plans in the approved Closure Reports.
The post-closure inspection plan for each CAU is included in Attachment B, with the exception
of CAU 400. CAU 400 does not require post-closure inspections, but inspections of the
vegetation and fencing are conducted as a best management practice. The inspection checklists
are included in Attachment C, field notes are included in Attachment D, and photographs taken
during inspections are included in Attachment E.

The annual post-closure inspections were conducted May 11-12, 2010. Maintenance was
performed at CAU 453. Animal burrows observed during the annual inspection were backfilled,
and debris was removed for disposal as sanitary waste on July 14, 2010.

Vegetation monitoring was performed at the CAU 400 Five Points Landfill and CAU 407 in
June 2010, and the vegetation monitoring report is included in Attachment F.

Previously, vegetation monitoring was performed at five sites, including the CAU 400 Bomblet
Pit, the CAU 400 Five Points Landfill, CAU 404, CAU 407, and CAU 426. The CAU 400
Bomblet Pit and CAU 426 have been successfully revegetated, and it was recommended in the
post-closure report for calendar year 2009 to discontinue vegetation monitoring at these sites.
This request was approved by the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection on July 15,
2010. Vegetation surveys were also discontinued in 2010 at CAU 404, which was changed to an
administrative use restriction with no inspections required. This change to the use restriction for
CAU 404 was approved in an addendum to the Closure Report in February 2009.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Scopre AND OBJECTIVES

This report includes inspection results, maintenance and repair activities, and recommendations
for calendar year 2010 for seven Corrective Action Units (CAUS) on the Tonopah Test Range
(TTR), Nevada. The CAUSs are shown in Figure 1 of Attachment A. The CAUs and Corrective
Action Sites (CASS) in this report include the following:

CAU 400: Bomblet Pit and Five Points Landfill (TTR)
— CAS TA-19-001-05PT: Ordnance Disposal Pit

CAU 407: Roller Coaster RadSafe Area (TTR)
— CAS TA-23-001-TARC: Roller Coaster RadSafe Area

CAU 424: Area 3 Landfill Complexes (TTR)
— CAS 03-08-001-A301: Landfill Cell A3-1
— CAS 03-08-002-A302: Landfill Cell A3-2
— CAS 03-08-002-A303: Landfill Cell A3-3
— CAS 03-08-002-A304: Landfill Cell A3-4
— CAS 03-08-002-A305: Landfill Cell A3-5
— CAS 03-08-002-A306: Landfill Cell A3-6
— CAS 03-08-002-A308: Landfill Cell A3-8

CAU 426: Cactus Spring Waste Trenches (TTR)
— CAS RG-08-001-RGCS: Waste Trenches

CAU 453: Area 9 UXO Landfill (TTR)
— CAS 09-55-001-0952: Area 9 Landfill

CAU 484: Surface Debris, Waste Sites, and Burn Area (TTR)
— CAS RG-52-007-TAML.: Davis Gun Penetrator Test

CAU 487: Thunderwell Site (TTR)
— CAS RG-26-001-RGRV: Thunderwell Site

Inspection requirements for each CAU are included in Attachment B. Inspections consist of the
following activities to evaluate and document the condition of the units:

Photographs to document current conditions and note variances from previous inspections

Inspection of fencing, signs, monuments, and/or markers to determine if repairs and/or
maintenance are needed

Inspection of soil covers for indications of subsidence, erosion, or unauthorized use
Vegetation survey to quantify the condition of vegetative covers
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2.0 POST-CLOSURE INSPECTIONS

Inspections were conducted on May 11 and 12, 2010. The post-closure inspection plans as
previously published in the applicable Closure Report (CR) for each CAU are included in
Attachment B. The inspection checklists are included in Attachment C, field notes are included
in Attachment D, and photographs taken during inspections are included in Attachment E.

2.1 CAU 400: BOMBLET PI1T AND FIVE POINTS LANDFILL (TTR)

2.1.1 Introduction

There are no post-closure requirements for CAU 400, Bomblet Pit and Five Points Landfill
(TTR). However, the Bomblet Pit (CAS TA-55-001-TAB2, Ordnance Disposal Pit) and Five
Points Landfill (CAS TA-19-001-05PT, Ordnance Disposal Pit) were vegetated in 1997 under
the Tonopah Test Range Closure Sites Revegetation Plan (U.S. Department of Energy, Nevada
Operations Office [DOE/NV], 1997), and fencing was installed to allow plants to become
established. Fencing was required for a minimum of 5 years, and visual inspections of the
fencing were conducted as a best management practice.

Vegetation monitoring was conducted at the Five Points Landfill in June 2010, and the results
are included in Attachment F. Visual inspections of this site were conducted as a best
management practice to ensure that the fence is in good repair.

Discontinuation of vegetation surveys and removal of fencing at the Bomblet Pit, which has been
successfully revegetated, was recommended in the post-closure report for calendar year 2009,
and this request was approved by the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) on
July 15, 2010. With the approval to discontinue vegetation monitoring and remove fencing at
the Bomblet Pit, visual inspections are no longer required.

2.1.2 CAU 400 Inspection Results

The Five Points Landfill is shown in Figure 2 of Attachment A. The annual inspection was
conducted on May 12, 2010. Fencing was in good condition, and the vegetation appeared
healthy. No issues or concerns were noted.

2.1.3 CAU 400 Maintenance and Repairs
Maintenance and repairs were not required.

2.1.4 CAU 400 Conclusions and Recommendations

The site was in good condition. Inspections at the Five Points Landfill should continue as
scheduled. Vegetation at the Five Points Landfill is stable and meets revegetation standards in
the area that was not flooded; however, the potential for flooding persists and may result in
additional plant death; therefore, vegetation monitoring of this site should continue.
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2.2 CAU 407: ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA (TTR)

2.2.1 Introduction

CAU 407, Roller Coaster RadSafe Area (TTR), consists of one CAS (CAS TA-23-001-TARC,
Roller Coaster RadSafe Area). Requirements are described in the CR (DOE/NV, 2001a).
Inspections are conducted according to the post-closure plan (Attachment B). The site is shown
in Figure 3 of Attachment A. In addition to inspections, vegetation monitoring was conducted in
June 2010, and the results are included in Attachment F.

2.2.2 CAU 407 Inspection Results

The annual inspection was conducted on May 11, 2010. The signs, fencing, and cover were in
good condition, and the vegetation appeared healthy. No issues or concerns were noted.

2.2.3 CAU 407 Maintenance and Repairs
Maintenance and repairs were not required.

2.2.4 CAU 407 Conclusions and Recommendations

The site was in good condition. Vegetation is healthy and exceeds revegetation standards;
however, future monitoring should focus on the re-establishment of perennial grasses and the
potential dominance of invasive weeds, and remedial action may be recommended in the future.
Inspections should continue as scheduled, and vegetation monitoring should continue.

2.3 CAU 424: AREA 3 LANDFILL COMPLEXES (TTR)

2.3.1 Introduction

CAU 424, Area 3 Landfill Complexes (TTR), consists of eight CASs. Seven CASs

(CAS 03-08-001-A301, Landfill Cell A3-1; CAS 03-08-002-A302, Landfill Cell A3-2;

CAS 03-08-002-A303, Landfill Cell A3-3; CAS 03-08-002-A304, Landfill Cell A3-4;

CAS 03-08-002-A305, Landfill Cell A3-5; CAS 03-08-002-A306, Landfill Cell A3-6; and

CAS 03-08-002-A308, Landfill Cell A3-8) require post-closure inspections. Requirements are
described in the CR (DOE/NV, 1999a). Inspections are conducted according to the post-closure
plan (Attachment B). The landfill locations are shown in Figure 4 of Attachment A.

2.3.2 CAU 424 Inspection Results
The annual inspection was conducted on May 11, 2010.

Landfill Cell A3-1 (CAS 03-08-001-A301): The signs, survey markers, monuments, and cover
were in good condition. No issues or concerns were noted.

Landfill Cell A3-2 (CAS 03-08-002-A302): The signs, brass survey markers, concrete
monuments, and landfill cover were in good condition. No issues or concerns were noted.

Landfill Cell A3-3 (CAS 03-08-002-A303): The monuments, brass survey markers, signs, and
cover were in good condition. No issues or concerns were noted.

Landfill Cell A3-4 (CAS 03-08-002-A304): The monuments, brass survey marker, and signs
were in good condition. No issues or concerns were noted.

4
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Landfill Cell A3-5 (CAS 03-08-002-A305): The monuments and attached signs, brass survey
markers, and cover were in good condition. No issues or concerns were noted.

Landfill Cell A3-6 (CAS 03-08-002-A306): The monuments and attached signs, brass survey
markers, and cover were in good condition. No issues or concerns were noted.

Landfill Cell A3-8 (CAS 03-08-002-A308): The brass markers and cover were in good
condition. No issues or concerns were noted.

2.3.3 CAU 424 Maintenance and Repairs
Maintenance and repairs were not required.

2.3.4 CAU 424 Conclusions and Recommendations
The sites were in good condition. Inspections should continue as scheduled.

2.4 CAU 426: CACTUS SPRING WASTE TRENCHES (TTR)

2.4.1 Introduction

CAU 426, Cactus Spring Waste Trenches (TTR), consists of one CAS (CAS RG-08-001-RGCS,
Waste Trenches). Requirements are described in the CR (DOE/NV, 1998). Inspections are
conducted according to the post-closure plan (Attachment B). The site is shown in Figure 5 of
Attachment A. Discontinuation of vegetation surveys at CAU 426, which has been successfully
revegetated, was recommended in the post-closure report for calendar year 2009, and this request
was approved by NDEP on July 15, 2010.

2.4.2 CAU 426 Inspection Results

The annual inspection was conducted on May 11, 2010. The signs, fencing, and cover were in
good condition, and the vegetation appeared healthy. No issues or concerns were noted.

2.4.3 CAU 426 Maintenance and Repairs
Maintenance and repairs were not required.

2.4.4 CAU 426 Conclusions and Recommendations
The site was in good condition. The post-closure plan states the following:

Completion of post-closure monitoring of CAU 426 may be proposed after two
consecutive years of visual inspections have not indicated the need to revegetate or
provide maintenance to the vegetative covers. Completion of post-closure monitoring
may be proposed within five years after the original revegetation of the site and include
the removal of the fence since the plants will have attained a maturity to not be
significantly affected by the grazing of wild horses.

Vegetation monitoring has been performed since 1998, and maintenance has not been required
since 2006, when the fencing adjacent to the gate was tightened. Remedial revegetation has not
been required at this site. Discontinuation of vegetation monitoring was recommended in the
post-closure report for calendar year 2009, and NDEP approved this request. Therefore, removal
of the fencing and discontinuation of annual visual inspections is recommended at this site.
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2.5 CAU 453: AREA9 UXO LANDFILL (TTR)

2.5.1 Introduction

CAU 453, Area 9 UXO Landfill (TTR), consists of one CAS (CAS 09-55-001-0952, Area 9
Landfill). Requirements are described in the CR (DOE/NV, 1999b). Inspections are conducted
according to the post-closure plan (Attachment B). The site is shown in Figure 6 of
Attachment A.

2.5.2 CAU 453 Inspection Results

The annual inspection was conducted on May 12, 2010. The fence, signs, and monuments were
in good condition. There was evidence of animal burrowing, and debris was present on the
cover.

2.5.3 CAU 453 Maintenance and Repairs

Animal burrows observed during the annual inspection were backfilled, and debris was removed
for disposal as sanitary waste on July 14, 2010.

2.5.4 CAU 453 Conclusions and Recommendations

Inspections should continue as scheduled.

2.6 CAU 484: SURFACE DEBRIS, WASTE SITES, AND BURN AREA (TTR)

2.6.1 Introduction

CAWU 484, Surface Debris, Waste Sites, and Burn Area (TTR), consists of six CASs. One
CAS (CAS RG-52-007-TAML, Davis Gun Penetrator Test) requires post-closure inspections.
Requirements are described in the CR (U.S. Department of Energy, National Nuclear Security
Administration Nevada Site Office [NNSA/NSQ], 2007). Inspections are conducted according
to the post-closure plan (Attachment B). The site is shown in Figure 7 of Attachment A.

2.6.2 CAU 484 Inspection Results

The annual inspection was conducted on May 11, 2010. The signs and covers were in good
condition. No issues or concerns were noted.

2.6.3 CAU 484 Maintenance and Repairs

Maintenance and repairs were not required.

2.6.4 CAU 484 Conclusions and Recommendations
The site was in good condition. Inspections should continue as scheduled.

2.7 CAU 487: THUNDERWELL SITE (TTR)

2.7.1 Introduction

CAU 487, Thunderwell Site (TTR), consists of one CAS (CAS RG-26-001-RGRYV, Thunderwell
Site). Requirements are described in the Corrective Action Decision Document (CADD)/CR

6
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(DOE/NV, 2001b) and Record of Technical Change (NNSA/NSO, 2004). Inspections are
conducted according to the post-closure plan (Attachment B). The site is shown in Figure 8 of
Attachment A.

2.7.2 CAU 487 Inspection Results

The annual inspection was conducted on May 12, 2010. The signs and monuments were in good
condition. No issues or concerns were noted.

2.7.3 CAU 487 Maintenance and Repairs

Maintenance and repairs were not required.

2.7.4 CAU 487 Conclusions and Recommendations
The site was in good condition. Inspections should continue as scheduled.
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3.0 SUMMARY

3.1 CAU 400: BOMBLET PI1T AND FIVE POINTS LANDFILL (TTR)

The Five Points Landfill was in good condition. No maintenance or repairs were required.
Inspections should continue as scheduled. An ecological specialist should continue to evaluate
the vegetation at the Five Points Landfill, especially in the area that experienced flooding.

3.2 CAU 407: ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA (TTR)

The site was in good condition. No maintenance or repairs were required. Inspections should
continue as scheduled, and an ecological specialist should continue to evaluate the vegetation.

3.3 CAU 424: AREA 3 LANDFILL COMPLEXES (TTR)

The sites were in good condition. No maintenance or repairs were required. Inspections should
continue as scheduled.

3.4 CAU 426: CACTUS SPRING WASTE TRENCHES (TTR)

The site was in good condition. No maintenance or repairs were required. Removal of fencing
and discontinuation of annual visual inspections is recommended.

3.5 CAU453: AREA9 UXO LANDFILL (TTR)

Animal burrows observed during the annual inspection were backfilled, and debris was removed
for disposal as sanitary waste on July 14, 2010. Inspections should continue as scheduled.

3.6 CAU 484: SuRFACE DEBRIS, WASTE SITES, AND BURN AREA (TTR)

The site was in good condition. No maintenance or repairs were required. Inspections should
continue as scheduled.

3.7 CAU 487: THUNDERWELL SITE (TTR)

The site was in good condition. No maintenance or repairs were required. Inspections should
continue as scheduled.
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CAU 407: ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE POST-CLOSURE
INSPECTION PLAN

The following text appeared in the published and approved CAU 407 CR, Closure Report for
Corrective Action Unit 407: Roller Coaster RADSAFE Area, Tonopah Test Range, Nevada.

INSPECTIONS

Inspections consist of visually inspecting the cover for signs of erosion, animal burrows, cracks,
water ponding, vegetation, and inspecting the fencing and postings. Inspections will be
performed twice during the first six months after construction of the cover has been completed.
After completion of the quarterly inspections, the cover systems will be inspected and monitored
semiannually (twice per year) for the next two years. The frequency after the second year will be
determined by NDEP, based on the results of the previous inspections. Any identified
maintenance and repair requirements will be remedied within 90 working days of discovery and
documented in writing at the time of repair.

Results of all inspections in a given year will be addressed in a single annual report. The annual
report will include the following information:

Discussion of observations.
Inspection checklist and maintenance record.
Conclusions and recommendations.

A copy of each annual report will be submitted to the NDEP. A copy of the inspection checklist
is provided in Attachment B.
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CAU 424: AREA 3 LANDFILL COMPLEXES POST-CLOSURE
INSPECTION PLAN

The following text appeared in the published and approved CAU 424 CR, Closure Report for
Corrective Action Unit 424: Area 3 Landfill Complexes, Tonopah Test Range, Nevada.
Post-closure inspection of the Area 3 Landfill sites is intended to determine:

If maintenance repairs to the landfill soil covers are needed.

If maintenance and repairs to the landfill markers and warning signs are needed.

If modifications to the Use Restriction administrative controls are needed.

If termination of post-closure inspection can be proposed in the future.

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION
The inspection will consist of biannual (twice per year) visual inspections of:
The soil cover for indications of subsidence, erosion, unauthorized use, etc.
The landfill markers and warning signs, to verify they are in-place, intact, and readable.
The inspections will be documented on a checklist and with photography, if needed.
If damage to the soil covers, landfill markers, or warning signs is noted, then maintenance will
be performed and may include placement and compaction of additional backfill, and repair or
replacement of markers and signs. Additional nonscheduled inspections may be required after
severe weather events such as heavy rainfall, flash flooding, and high winds. Any identified

maintenance and repair requirements will be remedied within 90 days of discovery and
documented in writing at the time of repair.

ANNUAL REPORTING

An annual report will be prepared that will provide the observations and describe modifications
and/or repairs made to the cover and cover area. The annual post-closure inspection report will
be prepared and submitted to NDEP following the second inspection of each year that
post-closure inspection is conducted. The annual reports will include the following information:

Discussion of observations.
Inspection checklist and maintenance record.

Conclusions and recommendations.

DURATION

The biannual inspections will be performed for five years after the completion of closure
activities, and will be documented on inspection forms.

Completion of post-closure inspection of CAU 424 may be proposed by DOE/NV to the NDEP
after two consecutive years of visual inspections have not indicated recurrence of subsidence.
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CAU 426: CACTUS SPRING WASTE TRENCHES POST-CLOSURE
INSPECTION PLAN

The following text appeared in the published and approved CAU 426 CR, Closure Report for
Corrective Action Unit 426: Cactus Spring Waste Trenches, Tonopah Test Range, Nevada.

Post-Closure of the covers is intended to determine:
If maintenance repairs to the perimeter fence are required.
If remedial action is necessary to establish a vegetative cover.
If maintenance and repairs to the engineered cover is required.

When a cessation to post-closure monitoring can be proposed.

POST-CLOSURE MONITORING
The monitoring will consist of biannual (twice per year) visual inspections of:

The cover for condition (subsidence, significant erosion, unauthorized excavation, etc.) and
plant development.

The fence and signs to determine if repairs are required.

Additional, nonscheduled inspections may be required after severe weather events such as heavy
rainfall, flash flooding, and high winds. Any identified maintenance and repair requirements will
be remediated within 90 days of discovery and documented in writing at the time of repair.
Additional revegetation work would be conducted during the next revegetation window (October
to February).

Intrusion into or sampling of the trench contents is not proposed during the post-closure
monitoring period.

Monitoring of the vegetative cover will be conducted during the first, third, and fifth year after
revegetation. Monitoring during the first year will determine if germination of seeded plant
species has occurred. By the third year, plant establishment will be evaluated. By the fifth year,
the objective of determining if burrowing animals have moved onto the site and to what depth
they might be expected to penetrate the cover. The erosion condition of the soil will be
evaluated using a qualitative erosion condition classification developed by the Bureau of Land
Management. Information gathered will be compared to natural conditions and will be used in
assessing whether or not remedial action is necessary so that a viable vegetative cover is
established.

ANNUAL REPORTING

An annual report will be prepared that will provide the observations and describe modifications
and/or repairs made to the cover and cover area. The annual report will be prepared following
the second inspection of each year that post-closure monitoring is conducted. The annual reports
will include the following information:
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Discussion of observations.
Inspection checklist and maintenance record.

Conclusions and recommendations.

A copy of each annual report will be submitted to the NDEP.

DURATION

The biannual inspections will be performed for five years after the planting of the vegetative
covers, and will be documented on inspection forms.

Completion of post-closure monitoring of CAU 426 may be proposed after two consecutive
years of visual inspections have not indicated the need to revegetate or provide maintenance to
the vegetative covers. Completion of post-closure monitoring may be proposed within five years
after the original revegetation of the site and include the removal of the fence since the plants
will have attained a maturity to not be significantly affected by the grazing of wild horses.
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CAU 453: AREA 9 UXO LANDFILL POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION
PLAN

The following text appeared in the published and approved CAU 453 CR, Closure Report for
Corrective Action Unit 453: Area 9 UXO-Landfill, Tonopah Test Range, Nevada.
Post-closure inspection of the Area 9 UXO Landfill is intended to determine:
If maintenance and repairs to the cell soil covers are needed.
If maintenance and repairs to the perimeter fence, warning signs, and monuments are needed.
If modifications to the administrative use restrictions are needed.
If termination of post-closure inspection can be proposed in the future.

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION

The inspection will consist of biannual (twice per year) visual inspections of:
The cell soil cover for indications of subsidence, erosion, unauthorized excavation, etc.

The perimeter fence, warning signs, and monuments, for signs of wear, disturbance, etc.

The inspections will be documented on a checklist and with photography, if needed. Repairs to
the cell soil covers (placement and compaction of additional fill), perimeter fence, warning signs,
and monuments (repair, reposition, and/or replacement) may be required. Additional,
nonscheduled inspections may be required after severe weather events such as heavy rainfall,
flash flooding, and high winds. Any identified maintenance and repair requirements will be
remediated within 90 days of discovery and documented in writing at the time of repair.

ANNUAL REPORTING

An annual post-closure inspection report will be prepared that will provide the observations and
describe modifications and/or repairs made to the cover and cover area. The annual report will
be prepared and submitted to NDEP following the second inspection of each year that
post-closure inspection is conducted. The annual reports will include the following information:

Discussion of observations.
Inspection checklist and maintenance record.

Conclusions and recommendations.

DURATION

The biannual inspections will be performed for five years after the closure activities have
completed, and will be documented on inspection forms.
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Completion of post-closure inspection of CAU 453 may be proposed by DOE/NV to NDEP
within five years after the completion of closure activities. Completion of post-closure
inspection may also be proposed by DOE/NV to NDEP if two consecutive years of visual
inspections do not indicate the recurrence of subsidence depressions.
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CAU 484: SURFACE DEBRIS, WASTE SITES, AND BURN AREA
POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION PLAN

The following text appeared in the published and approved CAU 484 CR, Closure Report for
Corrective Action Unit 484: Surface Debris, Waste Sites, and Burn Area, Tonopah Test Range,
Nevada.

Results of all inspections in a given year will be documented in the annual combined
post-closure report for the TTR. This report will include a discussion of inspections and
observations, and copies of the site inspection checklists. This report will be submitted to the
NDEP annually or as otherwise agreed to with the NDEP.

INSPECTIONS

Inspections will be performed semi-annually for the first year post-closure, after which they will
be performed annually. Inspections will consist of visual observations to verify that the
underground radioactive material area and UR warning signs are in place and readable and that
the UR is maintained. The interior of each of the UR areas will also be inspected to confirm that
there have been no disturbances. Any repairs or maintenance will be documented in writing at
the time of the repair. A Post-Closure Inspection Checklist will be completed to document the
results of the inspection and to describe repairs that were performed since the previous
inspection.

MONITORING

No monitoring other than visual inspections will be required for CAU 484.
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CAU 487: THUNDERWELL SITE, POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION PLAN

The following text appeared in the published and approved Record of Technical Change
Number 2 for the final Corrective Action Decision Document/Closure Report for Corrective
Action Unit 487: Thunderwell Site, Tonopah Test Range, Nevada.

The post-closure inspection of CAS RG-26-001-RGRYV will consist of semi-annual (twice per
year) visual inspections of the monument markers and postings to verify that they are in-place,
intact, and readable. Visual inspections of the monuments and signage, and indications of
ground disturbance within the Use Restriction area will be conducted. Observations and any
modifications and/or repairs to the monuments or postings will be included in the annual
Post-Closure Inspection Report for the Tonopah Test Range, Nevada.
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 400: BOMBLET PIT AND FIVE POINTS LANDFILL - CAS TA-19-001-05PT, ORDNANCE DISPOSAL PIT

Inspection Date and Time: € I] 4 ( 10 Oq 55 LA Reason for Inspection: A nn u:y]

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection: S i 5 { Oq Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: A nnY o \

Responsible Entity: NSTec Environmental Restoration, Nevada Test Site, Mercury, Nevada

Chief Inspector: G ‘Q.m—\_ R 1ehard SO Title: Thﬂsi‘ M anaq el
Assistant Inspector: CU ,—'H s O b'} Title: g ener S( wntist

A. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
* Complete all checklist items.
s Ifa SHADED BOX is checked, provide detailed information regarding what was found and/or appropriate references
to other documents that have the information (e.g., Maintenance Order Form for CAS 05-16-01 dated 2/15/2008).

¢ All documentation must be legible and clear.

B. PREPARATION (To be completed prior to site visit) YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
1. Have the previous inspection reports been reviewed? v

2. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections? ‘/

3. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection? 1/

C. SITE INSPECTION PREPARATION

Advance coordination with TTR Security is required for access to the site. Assemble the following, as needed, to conduct inspections:
a. TTR radio, pager, etc.
b. Camera (requires TTR Photo/sensitive equipment pass), digital storage drive, and extra batterics
c. Previous Post-Closure Report, Inspection Checklists, repair records, and as-built plans
d. Tape measure
e. Other miscellaneous support equipment

D. SITE INSPECTION

* The annual inspection is te document vegetation growth and inspect the integrity of the fence. The inspection can be conducted
Sfrom outside the perimeter fence. The checklist should be completed during the site inspection.

* [fa shaded box is checked, add detailed comments to document the results of the site inspection. Information provided should be of
sufficient detail to enable reconstruction of observations regarding field conditions. Information can take the form of written
narrative, sketches, measurements, and annotated site maps, all of which should be placed on additional attachments (if needed) and
cross-reference appropriately. Attach the additional pages and number all pages upon completion of the inspection. The completed
checklist is part of the field record of the inspection,

* Field notes taken to assist in completion of this checklist will become part of the inspection record. No form is specified for field
notes, and additional field notes are not required if the checklist and associated attachments adequately describe site conditions.

l. Site markets: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Is the barbed wire fence damaged? vV
b. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring /
weakened?
2. Waste Unit cover: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a, Is there evidence of human intrusion onto the site? /

Page l of 3




Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 400: BOMBLET PIT AND FIVE POINTS LANDFILL - CAS TA-19-001-05PT, ORDNANCE DISPOSAL PIT

2. Waste Unit cover (continued): YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
b. Is there evidence of horses or rabbits on site? 14/
c. Are weedy annual plants present? V/

If yes, are they a problem?

d. Are seeded plant species found on site? /

e. Is there evidence of plant mortality? /

Photograph Instructions:

* A standard set of photographs is needed for the post-closure report. Take two photos from the approximate location where
photos were talen the previous year (as found in the previous year’s post-closure report).

* Photographs should be taken to document maintenance/repair necds at the site. These will be used to plan maintenance/repair
activities and are not intended for use in the post-closure annual report.

* Anomalous features or new features (such as changes in adjacent area land use) should be photographed.

* Other photographs are optional.

* A photograph log entry will be made for each photograph taken.

3. Photograph Documentation; YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have photographs been taken of the sites? V‘/
If yes, how many photos were taken? q

An eleciranic pheto 129 will be avaiiebie

If yes, has a photographic log been prepared? / oithe ZR ch ared diiwe L’CAU- '-iU'O)
E. FIELD CONCLUSIONS YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
1. Are more frequent inspections required? l/
2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory? V/
3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary? / If “yes”, deseribe in field conclusions/recommendations

(/ If “yes”, describe below and the Task Manager must complete the

4. Is there an imminent hazard to the i ity of ill cover? : :
s there an imminent hazard to the integrity of the landfill cover “Fallow.ip Aetions” (not-part of checklisl

5. Field conclusions/recommendations: '7’4.: Lonecing ot Fhe site resains sy é‘ff"-?é
{'ona/;‘/a'on. TAe newa-Veqe-/a./:an on #e Cover 7s C‘on%urtfmqébqrok-’
(v _Fhe areas Prcw'ans/v J:'mpac./c/ tgy Sooda -:i,'.,Zon%';C'eq; %gm;.j—z/”e
years ago. The V(Gf/n,'f-/ﬂh wr// co-:-f‘}nye Lo de miswidored éy NSTec

/Ap_.-/ a..n..-/ t(ﬂféqfca./ Services There mre & 150ueE sr Lomcerws

Warran _,Z; g 4 74//;;‘/- Cﬁfl'(cvzf'rg ac .r.a;q i
—J Lo

Page2 of 3




Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 400: BOMBLET PIT AND FIVE POINTS LANDFILL - CAS TA-19-001-05PT, ORDNANCE DISPOSAL PIT

F. CERTIFICATION

I have conducted an inspection of CAS TA-19-001-05PT, Ordnance Disposal Pit (Five Points Landfill), in accordance with the procedures of the Post-
Closure Plan as recorded on this checklist, attached sheets, field notes, photographs, and photograph logs.

Chief Inspector’s Signﬂlun/.S/: Glen N RiChard SODN| bate: 5 l iz fl 4]

Printed Name: Glewn Ru,lnt.u-asc)t,, Title: T&Sl\ HGA’\L}_SE:J{_

Required Attachments:
* Field Notes (if any)
 Photos (or note File Location: S:\NTS\ER Shﬂre\Phdrs\.'l"t‘R 'PCMIW-Ab;\s\ zaro\ 05-12-2010 )

Distribution: Original — [ndustrial Sites Project Manager
Copy — Task Manager

G. VERIFICATION

[ have reviewed this checklist and attachments and have verified that it is complete.

s /S/- Reed Poderis o §/27/16

Printed Name: Thomas M Thiele (or designee)

Distribution: Original — Task Manager
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 407: ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA
CAS TA-23-001-TARC, ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA

[nspection Date and Time: 5" H { e

15 1HS pim

Reason for Inspection:

Annual

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection:

5|5 (o9

Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection:

Annu&»‘

Responsible Entity: NSTec Environmental Restoration, Nevada Test Site, Mei

reury, Nevada

Glewn Richardsoin

Chief Inspector:

Title:

Task Manager

Assistant Inspector:

Curiis Db

Title;

Sewer S cientist

A. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
« Complete all checklist items.

* Ifa SHADED BOX is checked, provide detailed information regarding what was found and/or appropriate references
to other documents that have the information (e.g., Maintenance Order Form for CAS 05-16-01 dated 2/15/2008).

* All documentation must be legible and clear,

B. PREPARATION (To be completed prior to site visit)

YES

NO

EXPLANATION (requircd if shaded box is checked)

1. Has the Post-Closure Plan been reviewed?
2. Have the previous inspection reports been reviewed?
3. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections?

4. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection?

a. If yes, has site repair resulted in a change from as-built
conditions?

b. [f yes (to 4a), are revised as-built plans available that reflect
repair changes?

N

NG

C. SITE INSPECTION PREPARATION

Advance coordination with TTR Security is required for access to the site. Assemble the following, as needed, to conduct inspections:

. TTR radio, pager, ctc.

= PO o M S ]

. Tape measure
. Other miscellaneous support equipment

4]

. Camera (requires TTR Photo/sensitive equipment pass), digital storage drive, and extra batteries
. Previous Post-Closure Report, Inspection Checklists, repair records, and as-built plans

D. SITE INSPECTION

© The site inspection is a walking inspection of the perimeter fencing, viewing the entire site. Inspections consist of visually
inspecting the cover for signs of erosion, animal burrows, cracks, water ponding, vegetation, and inspecting the fencing and

postings. The checklist should be completed during the site inspection.

® [f a shaded box is checked, add detailed comments to document the results of the site inspection. [nformation provided should be of
sufficient detail to enable reconstruction of observations regarding field conditions. Information can take the form of written
narrative, sketches, measurements, and annotated site maps, all of which should be placed on additional attachments (if needed) and
cross-reference appropriately. Attach the additional pages and number all pages upon completion of the inspection. The completed

checklist is part of the ficld record of the inspection.

* Field notes taken to assist in completion of this checklist will become part of the inspection record. No form is specified for field
notes, and additional field notes are not required if the checklist and associated attachments adequately describe site conditions.

1. Site markers;

a. Is the perimeter (barbed wire) fence damaged?

YES

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

NO
4
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 407: ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA
CAS TA-23-001-TARC, ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA

1. Site markers (continued):

YES

NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

b. Is the mesh wire fence damaged?

*

c. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring weakened?

d. Arc the URMA signs damaged or missing?

NN

c. Are the signs legible?

f. How many of the signs need to be replaced?

2. Waste Unit cover:

YES

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is there evidence of settling?

b. Is there cracking?

¢. Is there evidence of erosion (wind or water) on or around
the cap?

d. Is there evidence of ponding on the waste cover?

e. [s there evidence of human intrusion onto the site?

NINNINI(R 3

f. Is there evidence of animal burrowing?

A Low Swall wnfmal burrews were woticed om Ye
Soudd J/o,e of Fhe Cover: The burrows will be ruspected

g. Is there evidence of horses or rabbils on site?

b

b}: MsTeC eeslegieal IeFuiced, & s T¥e azrie
are uﬂr:ﬂfy-

h. Is organic mulch adequate to prevent crosion?

i. Arc weedy annual plants present? (If yes, are they a

j- Are seeded plant species found on site?

k. Is there evidence of plant mortality?

problem?)

4

Photograph Instructions:

A standard set of photographs is needed for the post-closure report. Take two photos from the approximate location where
photos were taken the previous year (as found in the previous year’s post-closure report).

Photographs should be taken to document maintenance/repair needs at the site. These will be used to plan maintenance/repair
activities and are not intended for use in the post-closure annual report.

Anomalous features or new features (such as changes in adjacent area land use) should be photographed.

Other photographs are optional.

A photograph log entry will be made for each photograph taken.

3. Photograph Documentation:

a. Have photographs been taken of the sites?

YES EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

>

NO

i@

If yes, how many photos were taken?

An electronre photo ieg will 2 availeble
on e ER shoted gpive (CAUYOT)

Vv

If yes, has a photographic log been prepared?
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 407: ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA
CAS TA-23-001-TARC, ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA

E. FIELD CONCLUSIONS YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
1. Are more [requent inspections required? /
2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory? V/
3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary? / If **yes”, deseribe in ficld conelusions/recommendations
oo ; . IF “*yes”, describe below and the Task Manager must complete the
5 - ? 2 : : ]
4. Is there an imminent hazard to the integrity of the landfill cover? / “Follow-up Actions” (not part of checklist)

5, Field conchusiony/recommicndations,__ ke Lencrwe and radiole L rent Signage are th
exfc//gn% c‘onoé/fan. Thiere appears ;4: -ée el e’wé/énce 57[‘ Crosron or
.Sc#/r'nj on She V!J?C?ZQ?/J.V{ cover. A/g;wever. A Lrw sma/l sl
burrows were na-/ri:ea/ on Hle A .s/npc o She cover. TRe re9c7én7£n

e ) [ o/ Cone/ /faﬂg Jk w: / Coﬂ%vme 1Za ée mo..,nlar-ec/
év W8T ee st wwil C’co/Dq:c-u/ Services. Ao, Hhe animal burrews wif/
éz mcpcc#e:/. bt no Corrfc (Ve actons are :dar'ran/r/ ar 74?./:‘: Lo re.

7

F. CERTIFICATION

[ have conducted an inspection of CAS TA-23-001-TARC, Roller Coaster RadSafe Area, in accordance with the procedures of the Post-Closure Plan as
recorded on this checklist, attached sheets, field notes, photographs, and photograph logs.

Chicf Inspector’s Signalurc{S/: Glenn R'Chardson Date: S {H { o

Printed Name: Glewn Richerd 500 Title: Ta,_,k Hcc,nq_,s el

Required Attachments:
* Field Notes (if any) )
* Photos (or note File Location: SANTS\ER Share) Photos\ TR PeM I‘ua'petfl ong\ ZDIA - -2010 )

Distribution: Original — Industrial Sites Project Manager
Copy — Task Manager

G. VERIFICATION

I have reviewsd this checklist and attachments and have verified that it is complete.

semme /s/: Reed Poderis o 1 10

Printed Name:  Thomas A. Thicle (or designee)

Distribution: Original — Task Manager
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[nspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 424: AREA 3 LANDFILL COMPLEX - CAS 03-08-001-A301, LANDFILL A3-1

- CAS 03-08-001-A302, LANDFILL A3-2 - CAS 03-08-001-A303, LANDFILL A3-3

- CAS 03-08-001-A304, LANDFILL A3-4 - CAS 03-08-001-A305, LANDFILL A3-5

- CAS 03-08-001-A306, LANDFILL A3-6 - CAS 03-08-001-A308, LANDFILL A3-8
Inspection Datc and Time: & I i [ o (630 pi Reason for Inspection: fihr\uaj
Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection:  § / 6 / 09 Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: Ay ._,-q,l

Responsible Entity; NSTec Environmental Restomation, Nevada Test Site, Mercury, Nevada

Chief Inspector: G[Q\m Rld’\wm\f\ Title: 7:‘»5"* H _— &Se C

Assistant Inspector: CU r‘h 5 Ob’l Title: S@ﬂlh r S(;;Qf“‘l..‘_-;'f

A. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
e Complete all checklist items.
* [fa SHADED BOX is checked, provide detailed information regarding what was found and/or appropriate references
to other documents that have the information (e.g., Maintenance Order Form for CAS 05-16-01 dated 2/15/2008).

¢ All documentation must be legible and clear.

B. PREPARATION (To be completed prior to site visit) YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
1. Has the Post-Closure Plan been reviewed? ‘/
2. Have the previous inspection reports been reviewed? /
3. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections? /
4. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection? ,/
. . NA
a. If yes, at which sites? v

b. If yes, has site repair resulted in a change from as-built
conditions? d

¢. If yes (to 4b), are revised as-built plans available that reflect
repair changes?

C. SITE INSPECTION PREPARATION

Advance coordination with TTR Security is required for access to the site. Assemble the following, as needed, to conduct inspections:
TTR radio, pager, ctc.

Camera (requires TTR Photo/sensitive equipment pass}, digital storage drive, and extra batteries

Previous Post-Closure Report, [nspection Checklists, repair records, and as-built plans

. Tape measure

. Other miscellaneous support equipment

noo oTw

D. SITE INSPECTION

* The site inspection is a walking inspection of the entire site including the perimeter and sufficient transects to be able to inspect
the entire surface and all features specifically deseribed in this cheeklist. The checklist should be completed during the site
inspection.

* [fashaded box is checked, add detailed comments to document the results of the site inspection. Information provided should be of
sufficient detail to enable reconstruction of observations regarding field conditions. Information can take the form of written
narrative, sketches, measurements, and annotated site maps, all of which should be placed on additional attachments (if needed) and
cross-reference appropriately. Attach the additional pages and number all pages upon completion of the inspection. The completed
checklist is part of the field record of the inspection.

* Field notes taken to assist in completion of this checklist will become part of the inspection record. No form is specitied for field
notes, and additional field notes are not required if the checklist and associated attachments adequately describe site conditions.
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 424: AREA 3 LANDFILL COMPLEX

- CAS 03-08-001-A302, LANDFILL A3-2
- CAS 03-08-001-A304, LANDFILL A3-4
- CAS 03-08-001-A306, LANDFILL A3-6

- CAS 03-08-001-A301, LANDFILL A3-1
- CAS 03-08-001-A303, LANDFILL A3-3
- CAS 03-08-001-A305, LANDFILL A3-5
- CAS 03-08-001-A308, LANDFILL A3-8

D. SITE INSPECTION (continued)

1. Site markers (Landlill A3-1);

a. Have any of the seven (7) boundary monuments been
disturbed?

b. Are all boundary monuments in good condition?
¢. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?

d. Are any of the waming signs damaged or missing?
c. Are all signs legible?

f. How many signs need to be replaced?

YES | NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

LA

2. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-1):
a. [s there evidence of settling?

b. Is there crcking?

¢. [s there evidence of erosion (wind or water) through or
around the cover?

d. Is there evidence of animals burrowing into the cover?

¢. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover?

YES | NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

3. Site markers (Landfill A3-2):

a, Have any of the four (4) boundary monuments been
disturbed?

b. Arc all boundary monuments in good condition?
c. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?

d. Are any of the waming signs damaged or missing?

YES

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

™

e. Are all signs legible? e
f. How many signs need to he replaced? O
4. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-2): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. [s there evidence of settling?

b. Is there cracking?

c. Is there evidence of erosion (wind or water) through or
around the cover?

d. Is there evidence of animals burrowing into the cover?

e, Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover?

i e

N\
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 424: AREA 3 LANDFILL COMPLEX

- CAS 03-08-001-A302, LANDFILL A3-2
- CAS 03-08-001-A304, LANDFILL A3-4
- CAS 03-08-001-A306, LANDFILL A3-6

- CAS 03-08-001-A301, LANDFILL A3-1
- CAS 03-08-001-A303, LANDFILL A3-3
- CAS 03-08-001-A305, LANDFILIL: A3-5
- CAS 03-08-001-A308, LANDFILL A3-8

5. Site markers (Land(ill A3-3, western 2 cells);

a. Have any of the three (3) boundary monumeints been
disturbed?

b. Are all boundary monuments in good condition?
c. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?
d. Are any of the warning signs damaged or missing?

e. Are all signs legible?

YES | NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

v

NN

f. How many signs need to be replaced? (]
g. Are all three (3) surface markers in good condition? /
6. Use-restricted arca (Landfill A3-3, western 2 cells): YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is there evidence of settling?

b. Is there cracking?

¢. Is there evidence of erosion {(wind or water) through or
around the cover?

d. Is there evidence of animals burrowing into the cover?

e. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover?

7. Site markers (Landfill A3-3, castern cell);

a. Have any of the three (3) boundary monuments been
disturbed?

b. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?

YES

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

8. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-3, eastem cell):
a. [s there evidence of settling?

b. Is there cracking?

c. Is there evidence of erosion (wind or water) through or
around the cover?

d. Is there cvidence of animals burrowing into the cover?

e, Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover?

YES | NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

9. Site markers (Landfill A3-4):

a. Have any of the five (5) boundary monuments been
disturbed?

b. Are all boundary monuments in good condition?

c. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?

YES | NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

v

v
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Ingpection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 424: AREA 3 LANDFILL COMPLEX - CAS 03-08-001-A301, LANDFILL A3-1
- CAS 03-08-001-A302, LANDFILL A3-2 - CAS 03-08-001-A303, LANDFILL A3-3
- CAS 03-08-001-A304, LANDFILL A3-4 - CAS 03-08-001-A305, LANDFILL A3-5
- CAS 03-08-001-A306, LANDFILL A3-6 - CAS 03-08-001-A308, LANDFILL A3-8
9. Site markers (Landfill A3-4), continued: YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
d. Are any of the waming signs damaged or missing? |/
. Are all signs legible? /
f. How many signs need to be replaced? O
g. Is the surface marker in good condition? ,/
10. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-4): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is there evidence of settling?

b. Is there cracking?

¢, Is there evidence of erosion (wind or water) through or
around the cover?

d. Is there evidence of animals burrowing into the cover?

NNR KR

¢. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover?

I1. Site markers (Landfill A3-5); YES EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a, Have any of the four (4) boundary monuments been
disturbed?

SE

b. Are all boundary monuments in good condition?

NN

¢. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?

d. Are any of the warning signs damaged or missing? [/'
e. Are all signs legible? /
f. How many signs need to be replaced? '®)
12. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-5): YES EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is there evidence of settling?

b. Is there cracking?

c. Is there evidence of erosion (wind or water) through or
around the cover?

d. Is there evidence of animals burrowing into the cover?

NYMYNINN 3

e. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover?

13. Site markers (Landfill A3-6): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have any of the four (4) boundary monuments been /
disturbed?
b, Are all boundary monuments in good condition? /
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 424: AREA 3 LANDFILL COMPLEX
- CAS 03-08-001-A302, LANDFILL A3-2
- CAS 03-08-001-A304, LANDFILL A3-4
- CAS 03-08-001-A306, LANDFILL A3-6

- CAS 03-08-001-A301, LANDFILL A3-1
- CAS 03-08-001-A303, LANDFILL A3-3
- CAS 03-08-001-A305, LANDFILL A3-5
- CAS 03-08-001-A308, LANDFILL A3-8

13. Site markers (Landfill A3-6), continued:
¢. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?
d. Are any of the waming signs damaged or missing?
¢, Are all signs legible?

f. How many signs need to be replaced?

YES

NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

v/

14. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-0):
a. [s there evidence of settling?

b. Is there cracking?

¢. [s there evidence of erosion (wind or water) through or
around the cover?

d. Is there evidence of animals burrowing into the cover?

e. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover?

YES

NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

15. Site markers (Landfill A3-8):
a. Are all four (4) surface markers in good condition?
b. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?
¢. Are any of the wamning signs damaged or missing?
d. Are all signs legible?

¢. How many signs need to be replaced?

NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

16. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-8):
a. Is there evidence of settling?

b. Is there cracking?

c. [s there evidence of erosion (wind or water) through or
around the cover?

d. Is there evidence of animals burrowing into the cover?

e. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover?

YES

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

NININ N[N 3

Photograph Instructions:

* A standard set of photographs is required. Take a minimum of one photograph at each site from the approximate locations

where photos were taken the previous year (as found in the previous year’s post-closure report).

* Photographs should be taken to document maintenance/repair needs at the site. These will be used to plan maintenance/repair

activities and are not intended for use in the post-closure annual report.
* Anomalous features or new features (such as changes in adjacent arca land use) should be photographed.

* Other photographs are optional.

* A photograph log entry will be made for each photograph taken.
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 424: AREA 3 LANDFILL COMPLEX - CAS 03-08-001-A301, LANDFILL A3-1
- CAS 03-08-001-A302, LANDFILL A3-2 - CAS 03-08-001-A303, LANDFILL A3-3
- CAS 03-08-001-A304, LANDFILL A3-4 - CAS 03-08-001-A305, LANDFILL A3-5
- CAS 03-08-001-A306, LANDFILL A3-6 - CAS 03-08-001-A308, LANDFILL A3-8
17. Photograph Documentation: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have photographs been taken of the sites? /
If yes, how many photos were taken? f 3
: , . : An tlectonic photo log will be aveilable
If yes, has a photographic log been prepared? / Log ““mbcr'pk e £ Shired dovve:
E. FIELD CONCLUSIONS YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
1. Are more frequent inspections required? l/
2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory? /
3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary? v | If*yes”, describe in field conclusions/recommendations

4, Ts there an imminent hazard to the integrity of the landfill cover? |/ Y y%"’F:Tr:‘:T:pb;ﬁ:zs:il(:iir;i:tkor}df;;f;;;:t;mt oompisic the

5. Field conclusions/recommendations,__ 7he _overall Site conditions at- each LantLlf A3
C’t'// are 5; 00d. /‘t// 4‘65’6“7”“ m:/ 'EJ - r-trpm:d #3204 ame:n/.f are  tu 74? c‘,Z ﬂho/
Stable. The 5:;0 nage /s Vf'.rz'é/( and Kas no evidence ol Loa e/c‘a:? or
Jan age. There s we evidence of’ seddfing or c‘r-m:;érlfq at any
ZﬂnJ}Zi'// A3 Lell None of Hese Lan a’,f,:.j(/ A3 sihes Z:./ J‘S‘.f'f-f(;

Qr fepcerss.

F. CERTIFICATION

I have conducted an inspection of CASs 03-08-001-A301 through A306 and A308, Landfills A3-1 through A3-6 and A3-8, in accordance with the
procedures of the Post-Closure Plan as recorded on this checklisl, atiached-sheets, field notes, photographs, and photograph logs.

cniermspector's sigawnef S/ Glenn Richardson v 5/41fi0

Printed Name: G (enn Tliem (M‘dSQ - Title: T(:Lsfg n(tﬂ g‘bg e

Required Attachments:

* Field Notes (if any)
* Photos (or note File Location: S:\NTS\ER Share\ 'Pho‘l‘b&'\ TTR PCM Iﬂs'pzfl'fohs\ 2010\ 5+ )i-2018)

Distribution: Original — Industrial Sites Project Manager
Copy — Task Manager
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 424: AREA 3 LANDFILL COMPLEX - CAS 03-08-001-A301, LANDFILL A3-1
- CAS 03-08-001-A302, LANDFILL A3-2 - CAS 03-08-001-A303, LANDFILIL A3-3
- CAS 03-08-001-A304, LANDFILL A3-4 - CAS 03-08-001-A305, LANDFILL A3-5
- CAS 03-08-001-A306, LANDFILL A3-6 - CAS 03-08-001-A308, LANDFILL A3-8

G. YERIFICATION

I have reviewed this checklist and attachments and have verified that it is complete.

senwre: [S/2 Reed Poderis bae: <7/ [ [ @
e 7

Printed Name: Thomas A. 'l"i“gluI (or designee)

Distribution: Original — Task Manager
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 426: CACTUS SPRING WASTE TRENCHES - CAS RG-008-001-RGCS, WASTE TRENCHES

Inspection Date and Time: g ‘ 1 I 1o [ 6~OO P Reason for Inspection: A hni"&l

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection: 5’ S ‘ 0 C! Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: A nny {L‘\

Responsible Entity: NSTec Environmental Restoration, Nevada Test Site, Mercury, Nevada

Chief Inspector: Glenn Richardson L T&sk MCUACLQQ/{‘

Assistant Inspector: C,U ttis Ob. Title: Sehlo - S(.Iei’lhsT

A. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
» Complete all checklist items.
« Ifa SHADED BOX is checked, provide detailed information regarding what was found and/or appropriate references
to other documents that have the information (e.g., Maintenance Order Form for CAS 05-16-01 dated 2/15/2008).

* All documentation must be legible and clear.

B. PREPARATION (To be completed prior to site visit) NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

1. Have the site as-built plans and site base map been reviewed?

2. Has the Post-Closure Plan been reviewed?

NN N 8

3. Have the previous inspection reports been reviewed?

4. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections?

N

5. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection?

a. If yes, has site repair resulted in a change from as-built NA
conditions? v

b. If yes (to 4a), are revised as-built plans available that reflect NA
repair changes? l.-/

C. SITE INSPECTION PREPARATION

Advance coordination with TTR Security is required for access to the site. Asseinble the following, as needed, to conduct inspections:
a. TTR radio, pager, etc.
b. Camera (requires TTR Photo/sensitive equipment pass), digital storage drive, and extra batteries
¢. Previous Post-Closure Report, Inspection Checklists, repair records, and as-built plans
d. Tape measure
e. Key to gate
f. Other miscellaneous support equipment

D. SITE INSPECTION

® The site inspection is a walking inspection of the entire site including the perimeter and sufficient transects to be able to inspect
the entire surface and all features specifically described in this checklist. The checklist should be completed during the site
inspection.

* [fa shaded box is checked, add detailed comments to document the results of the site inspection. Information provided should be of
sufficient detail to enable reconstruction of observations regarding field conditions. Information can take the form of written
narrative, sketches, measurements, and annotated site maps, all of which should be placed on additional attachments (if needed) and
cross-reference appropriately.  Attach the additional pages and number all pages upon completion of the inspection. The completed
cheeklist is part of the field record of the inspection.

® Field notes taken to assist in completion of this checklist will become part of the inspection record. No torm is specified for field
notes, and additional field notes are not required if the checklist and associated attachments adequately describe site conditions.
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 426: CACTUS SPRING WASTE TRENCHES - CAS RG-008-001-RGCS, WASTE TRENCHES

D. SITE INSPECTION (continued)

1. Site markers: YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
. [s there damage to the gate? /
b. Is the gate lock in place and functional? l/
c. Is the fence damaged? /
d. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring &
weakened?
e. Are “vegetation™ signs damaged or missing (located on each I/
comer and in middle of fence side)?
f. Are the signs legible? l//
g. How many of the signs need to be replaced? O
2. Use-restricted area: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a, Is there evidence of settling? ;/
b. Is there cracking? ],/
¢. [s there evidence of erosion (wind or water) on or near the /
use restriction boundary? . )
coVer Is haturing and el €5Fu bl bed,
d. s there vegetation (describe its condition)? / PAM% = 4 =
¢. Is remedial action needed to establish a vegetative cover? I/
f. Is there evidence of human intrusion onto the site? /
g. Is there evidence of animal burrowing? /

Photograph Instructions:

* A standard set of photographs is needed for the post-closure report. Take one photo from the approximate location where the
photo was taken the previous year (as found in the previous year’s post-closure report).

® Photographs should be taken to document maintenance/repair needs at the site. These will be used to plan maintenance/repair
activities and are not intended for use in the post-closure annual report.

* Anomalous features or new features (such as changes in adjacent area land usc) should be photographed.

® Other photographs are optional.

* A photograph log entry will be made for each photograph taken.

3. Photograph Documentation: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have photographs been taken of the sites? V/
If yes, how many photos were taken? 2
If yes, has a photographic log been prepared? /
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 426: CACTUS SPRING WASTE TRENCHES - CAS RG-008-001-RGCS, WASTE TRENCHES

E. FIELD CONCLUSIONS YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
1. Are more frequent inspections required? (/
2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory? l//
3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary? / If “yes”, deseribe in [ield conclusions/recommendations
T . . . : If “yes”, describe below and the Task Manager must complete the
T " ; s 5 ? ’
4. TIs there an imminent hazard to the integrity of the landfill cover? L/ “Follow-up Actions” (not past of checklist)

5. Field conclusions/recommendations;___ "7 4 e J:j?n agc ‘\.ﬂc( rA_'mc)n ¢ were tun -CICC/A?J:;Z
condidion. There ic vo pyidence of animal infrasion at Hhe site.
The :fejcvzg#an appears Fo bave reacked opFimens [eve/ o m:ﬂrr"lfy-
There are no [SSues o concerns at  Hhirs site.

F. CERTIFICATION

[ have conducted an inspection of CAS RG-008-001-RGCS, Waste Trenches, in accordance with the procedures of the Post-Closure Plan as recorded on this
checklist, attached sheets, field notes, photographs, and phetograph I‘(_)_gs.—_.\

. /
Chief Inspector’s Signnlllrc/S/: Glenn' BIChardSOD Date: S' (H {]Q:

Printed Name: é ‘ei".ﬂ R{ (‘.hﬁd‘-‘lsﬁ n Title: To{ Sk H G&"LQ.\:.] €

Required Attachments:
» Tield Notes (if any)
» Photos (or note File Location: S:ANTS\ER Share\ Pha‘{’@\ TTR MM Th sipec“lﬁi'ons\ 20!‘0\ 5-l-2e0i)

Distribution: Original — Industrial Sites Project Manager
Copy — Task Manager

G. VERIFICATION

I have reviewed this chqﬂ}list and attachments and have verified that it is complete.

siemure: [S/: Reed Poderis Date 5 / 11 / [ D

Printed Nami:‘.\ Thomas A. 'I'lliclc (or designee) I

Distribution: Original — Task Manager
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[nspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 453: AREA 9 UXO LANDFILL - CAS 09-55-001-0952, AREA 9 LANDFILL

[nspection Date and Time:  § ‘i 'L( {0 O Ci’ ‘zo am Reason for [nspection: A ni ,;cb\

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection: < ! 6 , p] ? Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: /j‘_ nn Ud;'i

Responsible Entity: NSTec Environmental Restoration, Nevada Test Site, Mercury, Nevada

Chief Inspector: Glenn Ridhardson Title: Task Manager

Assistant Inspector: C_U tis Ob'l Title: SGV‘&IGC S C {&T{"I sT

A. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
* Complete all checklist items.
» Ifa SHADED BOX is checked, provide detailed information regarding what was found and/or appropriate references
to other documents that have the information (e.g., Maintenance Order Form for CAS 05-16-01 dated 2/15/2008).
*  All documentation must be legible and clear.

B. PREPARATION (To be completed prior to site visit) YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
1. Has the Post-Closure Plan been reviewed? /
2, Have the previous inspection reports been reviewed? I//
¥ -
: - . ;i WE werc neticed Jurimg Fhe Afe
3. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections? ‘/ Z’i:;‘; ::jj:fﬂ“ e el 4
(-Laly

. . X . , . The animal barvsws sere backLifle d rn 'J:/‘y

4. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection? 1/ 2009,

C. SITE INSPECTION PREPARATION

Advance coordination with TTR Security is required for access to the site. Assemble the following, as needed, to conduct inspections:
. TTR radio, pager, etc.

. Camera (requires TTR Photo/sensitive equipment pass), digital storage drive, and extra batteries

. Previous Post-Closure Report, Inspection Checklists, repair records, and as-built plans

. Tape measure

. Other misecellaneous support equipment

o Lo o

D. SITE INSPECTION

e The site inspection is a walking inspection of the entire site including the perimeter and sufficient fransects to be able to inspect
the entire surface and all features specifically described in this cheeklist. The checklist should be completed during the site
inspection.

* Ifa shaded box is checked, add detailed comments to document the results of the site inspection. Information provided should be of
sulficient detail to enable reconstruction of observations regarding field conditions. Information can take the form of written
narrative, sketches, measurements, and annotated site maps, all of which should be placed on additional attachments (if needed) and
cross-reference appropriately. Attach the additional pages and number all pages upon completion of the inspection. The completed
checklist is part of the field record of the inspection,

* Field notes taken to assist in completion of this checklist will become part of the inspection record. No form is specified for field
notes, and additional field notes are not required if the checklist and associated attachments adequately deseribe site conditions.

1. Site markers: YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Is the gate damaged? ,./
b. Is the gate lock in place and functional? /
c. Is the fence damaged? /
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 453: AREA 9 UXO LANDFILL - CAS 09-55-001-0952, AREA 9 LANDFILL

1. Site markers (continued):

d. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring
weakened?

¢. Have boundary monwments been disturbed?

f. Are boundary monuments in good condition?

g. Arc any of the use restriction waming signs damaged or
missing?

h. Are all signs legible?

i. How many signs nced to be replaced?

YES

NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

v

v

v

2. Use-restricted area:
a. Is there evidence of settling?

b. Is there cracking?

c. Is there evidence of erosion (wind or water) over trenches
A9-1, A9-2, or A9-37

d. Is there evidence of human intrusion onto the site?

e. Is there evidence of animal burrowing into trenches A9-1,
A9-2, or A9-37

YES

NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

THhHere 15 ne e Vivence of eresion, L wi exposes/ Febr
was notized en the surfacc of fhe fandGl/ cover.

v~
v’

vd
v’

v

Animal Bnrvosws pere neticed i Ae j.:'lre'l't/ a4z
near Frenches AF-( and A9-2.

Photograph Instructions:

* A standard set of photographs is needed for the post-closure report. Take one photo from the approximate location where the
photo was taken the previous year (as found in the previous year’s post-closure repor).

* Photographs should be taken to document maintenance/repair needs at the site. These will be used to plan maintenance/repair
activities and are not intended for use in the post-closure annual report.

* Anomalous features or new features (such as changes in adjacent arca land use) should be photographed.

® Other photographs are optional.

* A photograph log entry will be made for each photograph taken.

3. Photograph Documentation: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have photographs been taken of the sites? L/
If yes, how many photos were taken? f I
If yes, has a photographic log been prepared? /
E. FIELD CONCLUSIONS YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
1. Are more frequent inspections required? ‘/
2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory? -,/

3. Arc maintenance/repair actions necessary?

If “yes™, deseribe in field conclusions/recommendations

4. Is there an imminent hazard to the integrity of the landfill cover?

If “yes™, deseribe below and the Task Manager must complete the
“Follow-up Actions"” (not part of checklist)
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 453: AREA 9 UXO LANDFILL - CAS 09-55-001-0952, AREA 9 LANDFILL

E. FIELD CONCLUSIONS (continued)

% Hield conchulonsiecommendilions:  “TRe.  #ee P o T 51y us, el doik 74«:;»:9. o
é&?eqfcun/ manu»-en?é‘ are m e.tc:/é«/ C.oa-r//an ﬂrr{ wasl Ao eVz/&r('c
of J'e#/ay or cro.rmn, bu)o debris was m:74cp¢/ oM 7% swriace L Hhe
Lasd BT Zav‘ﬂ‘ Anzmn/ Bisroswe, _awps wlow Jw-/zc-c-/ near Tremches AP/

wnd A2-2. 4/}%“; “p C;.-r;gnéyf 4&7‘!!441 Jw// be qe¢c_g4ry -/a Jnaé///
#r. Ammn/ Jurrow.c ;w-// /uc/re /// /ﬂu/)

F. CERTIFICATION

[ have conducted an inspection of CAS 09-55-001-0952, Arca 9 Landfill, in accordance with the procedures of the Post-Closure Plan as recorded on this
checklist, attached sheets, field notes, photographs, and photogaptriogs.

Chief Inspector’s SignalumlS/: Glen N RlChard SOE Date: 5 (}'L( |©

Printed Name: Glonn T chardson Tide  Task Menager

Required Attachments:
= Field Notes (if any)
* Photos (or note File Location: S:\NTS\ER Share}\ 'Pha‘l'os\"l_?‘k’. PCH .I-;‘!'S’Mc?é‘aﬂé\ 20{0\5‘-;1-2&:0)

Distribution: Original — Industrial Sites Project Manager
Copy — Task Manager

G. VERIFICATION

I have reviewed this ghecklist and attachments and have verified that it is complete.

Signature /S/: Reed POderiS Date: ﬁ . /{ 0

Printed Nan\i:r'Thomas.\hb{ ‘Thiele (or designec)

Distribution: Original — Task Manager
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 484: SURFACE DEBRIS, WASTE SITES, AND BURN AREA
CAS RG-52-007-TAML, DAYIS GUN PENETRATOR TEST

Inspection Date and Time: S‘[ " l 10 i3_ 35 pirn

Reason for Inspection: ﬁ\ " W‘t

Date of Last Post-Closure [nspection: 5‘, & , 09

Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: A nnyg Q;\

Responsible Entity: NSTec Environmental Restoration, Nevada Test Site, Mercury, Nevada

Chief Inspector: G levn T? vl and sen

Title:

TGS[\ M anayg €ef

Assistant Inspector: CU s Olboi

Title:

Sener Sorentist

A. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
* Complete all checklist items.

* [fa SHADED BOX is checked, provide detailed information regarding what was found and/or appropriate references
to other documents that have the information (e.g., Maintenance Order Form for CAS 05-16-01 dated 2/15/2008).

*  All documentation must be legible and clear.

B. PREPARATION (To be completed prior to site visit) YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
L. Has the Post-Closure Plan been reviewed? /

2. Have the previous inspection reports been reviewed? l/

3. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections? /

4, Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection?

v’

C. SITE INSPECTION PREPARATION

Advance coordination with TTR Security is required for access to the site. Assemble the following, as nceded, to conduct inspections:

a. TTR radio, pager, etc.

. Camera (requires TTR Photo/sensitive equipment pass), digital storage drive, and extra batterics
. Previous Post-Closure Report, Inspection Checklists, repair records, and as-built plans

b

c

d. Tape measure

¢. Other miscellaneous support equipment

D. SITE INSPECTION

*  The site inspection is a walking inspection of the entire site including the perimeter and sufficient transects to be able to inspect
the entire surface and all features specifically described in this checklist. The checklist should be completed during the site

inspection.

* [fa shaded box is checked, add detailed comments to document the results of the site inspection. Information provided should be of
sufficient detail to enable reconstruction of observations regarding field conditions. Information can take the form of written
narrative, sketches, measurements, and annotated site maps, all of which should be placed on additional attachments (if needed) and
cross-reference appropriately.  Attach the additional pages and number all pages upon completion of the inspection. The completed

checklist is part of the field record of the inspection.

* Field notes taken to assist in completion of this checklist will become part of the inspection record. No form is specified for field
notes, and additional field notes are not required if the checklist and assaciated attachments adequately describe site conditions.

1. General vicinity and site conditions (CA-1):

a. Are access roads in good condition? (If no, see Note A)
b. Is there evidence of testing activities in the vicinity of the
cover? (If yes, see Note B)

¢. Is the berm that surrounds the cover intact? (If no, see
Note C)

YES

NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

v

v’

v
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 484: SURFACE DEBRIS, WASTE SITES, AND BURN AREA
CAS RG-52-007-TAML, DAVIS GUN PENETRATOR TEST

1. General vicinity and site conditions (CA-1), continued: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

d. Are there cracks or fissures (wider than 1-inch across) on,
adjacent to, or otherwise approaching the cover? (Sce
Note D for more information)

2. Site markers (CA-1): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring weakened? /
b. Are any of the four (4) use restriction signs damaged or /
missing?
c. Are all use restriction signs legible? /
d. How many use restriction signs need to be replaced? (@)
e. Are any of the four (4) URMA signs damaged or missing? /
f. Are all URMA signs legible? l/
g. How many URMA signs need to be replaced? '®)
3. Use-restricted area (CA-1): YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is there evidence of seltling, erosion (wind or water), or
animal burrowing?

=

b, Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover? ;/

c. Is the cover still mounded such that it prevents ponding on 7
the cover surface?

4. General vicinity and site conditions (SA-4): YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Are access roads in good condition? (If no, see Note A) /

b. Is there evidence of testing activities in the vicinity of the b/
cover? (If yes, see Note B)

c. Is the berm that surrounds the cover intact? (If no, see /
Note C)

d. Are there cracks or fissures (wider than I-inch across) on,
adjacent to, or otherwise approaching the cover? (See |/
Note D for more information)

5. Site markers (SA-4): YES [ NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring weakened? /
b. Are any of the four (4) use restriction signs damaged or o
missing?
¢. Are all use restriction signs legible? v
d. How many use restriction signs need to be replaced? ')
e, Are any of the four (4) URMA signs damaged or missing? /
f. Are all URMA signs legible? v
g How many URMA signs need (o be replaced? o
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[nspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 484: SURFACE DEBRIS, WASTE SITES, AND BURN AREA
CAS RG-52-007-TAML, DAVIS GUN PENETRATOR TEST

6. Use-restricted area (SA-4): YES NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is there evidence of settling, erosion (wind or water), or
animal burrowing?

b. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover? /

c. Is the cover still mounded such that it prevents ponding on
the cover surface? /

7. General vicinity and site conditions (SA-3-9): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a, Are access roads in good condition? (If no, sce Note A) ‘/’

b. Is there evidence of testing activitics in the vicinity of the I//
cover? (If yes, see Note B)

c. Is the berm that surrounds the cover intact? (If no, see
Note C) |/

d. Are there cracks or fissures (wider than 1-inch across) on,
adjacent to, or otherwise approaching the cover? (See |/
Note D for more information)

&. Site markers {SA-5-9): YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

2. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring weakened? 4

b. Are any of the four (4) use restriction signs damaged or l/
missing?

c. Are all use restriction signs legible? /

d. How many use restriction signs need to be replaced? o

e. Are any of the four (4) URMA signs damaged or missing? l"./

f. Are all URMA signs legible? /

g. How many URMA signs need to be replaced? O

9. Use-restricted area (SA-5-9): YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is there evidence of settling, erosion (wind or water), or Vs
animal burrowing? ¥

b. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover? l-/

c. Is the cover still mounded such that it prevents ponding on I/'
the cover surface?

10, General vicinily and site conditions (SA-12-15): YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Are access roads in good condition? (If no, see Note A) I/

b. Is there evidence of testing activities in the vicinity of the e
cover? (If yes, see Note B)

¢. Is the berm that surrounds the cover intact? (If no, see i
Note C)

d. Are there cracks or fissures (wider than 1-inch across) on,
adjacent to, or otherwise approaching the cover? (Sce Vv
Note D for more information)

11. Site markers (SA-12-15); YES NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring weakened? v
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 484: SURFACE DEBRIS, WASTE SITES, AND BURN AREA
CAS RG-52-007-TAML, DAVIS GUN PENETRATOR TEST

I1. Site markers (SA-12-15), continued: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (requircd if shaded box is checked)

b. Are any of the four (4) use restriction signs damaged or I/
missing?

¢. Are all use restriction signs legible? ‘/

d. How many use restriction signs need to be replaced? ®)

e. Are any of the four (4) URMA signs damaged or missing? v

f. Are all URMA signs legible? v

g. How many URMA signs need to be replaced? )

12. Use-restricted area (SA-12-15): YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is there evidence of settling, erosion (wind or water), or ‘/,
animal burrowing?

b. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover? [/'

c. Is the cover still mounded such that it prevents ponding on
the cover surface? lo/

Photograph Instructions:
® Photographs should be taken to document maintenance/repair needs at the site. These will be used to plan maintenance/repair
activities and are not intended for use in the post-closure annual report.
* Anomalous features or new features (such as changes in adjacent area land use) should be photographed.
® Other photographs are optional.
* A photograph log entry will be made for each photograph taken.

13. Photograph Documentation: YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have photographs been taken of the sites? v
[f yes, how many photos were taken? q
If yes, has a photographic log been prepared? l-'/
E. FIELD CONCLUSIONS YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
1. Are more frequent inspections required? l-/
2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory? |/
3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary? / If “yes”, describe in field conclusions/recommendations

4. Field conclusions/recommendations: TZ& (ffk 3{;‘7#4 t.; ra -ﬁhd/ﬂ‘?l.tg/‘DaS)é;:?If. ﬂ-.ha/ /ln'//ol-’
4m:.!\or-.- J fpd’.b"lz.t are vt f!(://enré o ana"lzfgn P -t// Lo r DAW'I éf-mz
5;'%{5. T herc was ne ew'/rnc: a-fa C'rqc.pé.v‘i-rj or sa#/:"nq on AHe Foul®

- R
fovers. The Four 5;’45 44 a/ o [ SSUES ok Cohcelrsn S,
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 484: SURFACE DEBRIS, WASTE SITES, AND BURN AREA
CAS RG-52-007-TAML, DAVIS GUN PENETRATOR TEST

F. CERTIFICATION

[ have conducted an inspection of CAS RG-52-007-TAML, Davis Gun Penetrator Test, in accordance with the procedures of the Post-Closure Plan as
recorded on this checklist, attached sheets, ficld notes, pllotograp]liﬁud.ghotogmph logs.

Chief [nspector’s Signnlum/S/: Glenn RiChardsor] Date: S‘/ i {]C
Printed Name: G lftlﬂl\ T C-’h(Uﬂ;‘ SO Title: 7:[,_‘,"& M anage

Required Attachments:
= Field Notes (if any)
« Photos (or note File Location: S:\NTS\ER Share\ Plos\ TTR Pc;w.'ﬁ.s_‘_pecﬁ}ms\ 2010\ §-J(-2010 )

Distribution: Original — Industrial Sites Project Manager
Copy — Task Manager

G. VERIFICATION

[ have reviewed this chgeklist and attachments and have verified that it is complete.

semu) [5/: Reed Poderis box 5/ 7 O
R T

Printed Nanik: “!homas\f\l "‘d1 icle (or designee)

Distribution: Original — Task Manager
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[nspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 487: THUNDERWELL SITE - CAS RG-26-001-RGRV, THUNDERWELL SITE

Inspection Date and Time: 5{ ]7_,[ ic

03:30 am

Reason for Inspection:

A nn u‘C\J\

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection: g( & { 0 Ct

Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: A nn \J'Gfi

Responsible Entity: NSTec Environmental Restoration, Nevada Test Site, Mercury, Nevada

Chief Inspector: th."'ﬂn R 1o \!‘\G’r(lSOV\ Title: Ta,&k H(m LL% e
Assistant Inspector: CU =Tig O o} Title: S Gﬂi;}f‘ S(,IGV“'".ST

A. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
* Complete all checklist items.

* [fa SHADED BOX is checked, provide detailed information regarding what was found and/or appropriate references
to other documents that have the information (e.g., Maintenance Order Form for CAS 05-16-01 dated 2/15/2008).

¢ All documentation must be legible and clear.

B. PREPARATION (To be completed prior to site visit)

YES | NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

1. Has the Post-Closure Plan been reviewed?
2. Have the previous inspection reports been reviewed?
3. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections?

4. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection?

N

v

v

C. SITE INSPECTION PREPARATION

Advance coordination with TTR Security is required for access to the site. Assemble the following, as needed, to conduct inspections:

a. TTR radio, pager, etc.

b. Camera (requires TTR Photo/sensitive equipment pass), digital storage drive, and cxtra batterics
¢. Previous Post-Closure Report, Inspection Checklists, repair records, and as-built plans

d. Tape measure
c. Other miscellaneous support equipment

D. SITE INSPECTION

*  The site inspection is a walking inspection of the entire site inciuding the perimeter and sufficient transects to be able to inspect
the entire surfuce and all features specifically described in this checklist. The checklist should be completed during the site

inspection.

* [fa shaded box is checked, add detailed comments to document the results of the site inspection. Information provided should be of
sufficient detail to enable reconstruction of observations regarding field conditions. Information can take the form of written
narrative, sketches, measurements, and annotated site maps, all of which should be placed on additional attachments (if needed) and
cross-reference appropriately. Attach the additional pages and number all pages upon completion of the inspection. The completed

checklist is part of the ficld record of the inspection,

* Field notes taken to assist in completion of this checklist will become part of the inspection record. No form is specified for field
notes, and additional field notes are not required if the checklist and associated attachments adequately describe site conditions.

1. Site markers (A8 Anomalies Area):
a. Have boundary monuments been disturbed?

b. Are boundary monuments in good condition?

c. Are any of the use restriction warning signs damaged or
missing?

YES | NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

v

\//

4
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 487: THUNDERWELL SITE - CAS RG-26-001-RGRY, THUNDERWELL SITE

1. Site markers (A8 Anomalies Area):
d. Are all sipns legible?

¢. How many signs need to be replaced?

YES | NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

v/

O

2. Use-restricted arca (A8 Anomalies Area):
a. Is there evidence of human intrusion onto the site?

b. Is there evidence of large animal intrusion into the cover?

YES

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box 1s checked)

3. Site markers (Al7 Anomalies Arca):
a. Have boundary monuments been disturbed?

b. Are boundary monuments in good condition?

¢. Are any of the use restriction warning signs damaged or
missing?

d. Are all signs legible?

e. How many signs need to be replaced?

YES

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

N BN x| B

Y

4. Use-restricted area (A17 Anomalies):
a. Is there evidence of human intrusion onto the site?

b. Is there evidence of large animal intrusion into the cover?

YES

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

Photograph Instructions:

* A standard set of photographs is needed for the post-closure report. Take two photos — one from each site — at the approximate
locations where pliotos were taken the previeus year (as found in the previous year’s post-closure report).

* Photographs should be taken to document maintenance/repair needs at the site. These will be used to plan maintenance/repair
activities and are not intended for use in the post-closure annual report,

* Anomalous features or new features (such as changes in adjacent area land use) should be photographed.

* Other photographs are optional.

* A photograph log entry will be made for each photograph taken.

5. Photograph Documentation:
a. Have photographs been taken of the sites?
If yes, how many photos were taken?

If yes, has a photographic log been prepared?

YES | NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

v

5

v/

E. FIELD CONCLUSIONS YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
1. Are more frequent inspections required? i/

2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory?

3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary?

v

It “*yes", describe in field conclusions/recommendations
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 487: THUNDERWELL SITE - CAS RG-26-001-RGRV, THUNDERWELL SITE

E. FIELD CONCLUSIONS (continued)

4 Bl condlmionsmsamnsatsions,_ Dheradl.  ide Fondiiions mwre qaa/ af- e HA-F and
A-17 anomaly sites.  The YE S/pnege I3 /MJ/: and s tack o Hhe
éo-'/f?ra«na/ moh«men'/s‘ There Has pe ewg/ence o-ﬂ cuw»ng,/ /h'/ﬂf-\"o*!-
The aéavzqrmnc/ misnuments _arve not Jamaged ane remain uprmé?j'

There ave np rSSueS  or concermns A/Arrna/fnj ah ,;,,,,,/175 (;r/:a@c

a.m[r'mt at 7’{:;3 .s:'%e:.

F. CERTIFICATION

I have conducted an inspection of CAS RG-26-001-RGRYV, Thunderwell Site, in accordance with the procedures of the Post-Closure Plan as recorded on this
checklist, attached sheets, field notes, photographs, and photograph logs.

Chief Inspector’s Signaturc/S/. Glenn RlChardson Date: 5’{]‘2_{‘ ()

Printed Name: G(ep\“ R \Q-P\L'A‘d 30 Title: Ta Sk M {b\"\,'ﬁlqer

Required Attachments:
* Field Notes (if any)
* Photos (or note File Location: S:\NTS\ER Share\ qu‘!‘ns\TTE PcM Tn s‘pec'tlr'ous{ zorol S-12~20(0)

Distribution: Original — Industrial Sites Project Manager
Copy — Task Manager

G. VERIFICATION

I have reviewdld this checklist and attachments and have verified that it is complete.

sewwe /S/7 Reed Poderis o 5/ 37/ (0
I — I

Printed Nam?: Thomas A\_\Thic]c (or designee)

Distribution: Original — Task Manager
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PHOTOGRAPH LOG

PHOTOGRAPH DATE DESCRIPTION
1 05/12/2010 | CAU 400 Five Points Landfill, looking west
2 05/12/2010 | CAU 400 Five Points Landfill, looking south
3 05/11/2010 | CAU 407, looking east
4 05/11/2010 | CAU 407, looking west
5 05/11/2010 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-1, looking southeast
6 05/11/2010 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-2, looking north
7 05/11/2010 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-3, looking northwest
8 05/11/2010 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-4, looking north
9 05/11/2010 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-5, looking southeast
10 05/11/2010 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-6, looking east
11 05/11/2010 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-8, looking west
12 05/11/2010 | CAU 426, looking east
13 05/12/2010 | CAU 453, Surface Debris
14 05/11/2010 | CAU 484, CAl anomaly, looking east
15 05/11/2010 | CAU 484, SA4 anomaly, looking southwest
16 05/11/2010 | CAU 484, SA5-9 anomaly, looking east
17 05/11/2010 | CAU 484, SA12-15 anomaly, looking southwest
18 05/12/2010 | CAU 487, A-8 anomaly, looking north
19 05/12/2010 | CAU 487, A-17 anomaly, looking west

E-3



Post-Closure Inspection Report - TTR
Revision: 0
Date: March 2011

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

E-4



Post-Closure Inspection Report - TTR
Revision: 0
Date: March 2011

Photograph 2: CAU 400 Five Points Landfill, looking south, 05/12/2010
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Photograph 4. CAU 407, looking west, 05/11/2010
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Photograph 5: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-1, looking southeast, 05/11/2010

Photograph 6: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-2, looking north, 05/11/2010
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Photograph 7: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-3, looking northwest, 05/11/2010

Photograph 8: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-4, looking north, 05/11/2010
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Photograph 9: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-5, looking southeast, 05/11/2010

Photograph 10: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-6, looking east, 05/11/2010
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Photograph 12: CAU 426, looking east, 05/11/2010
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Photograph 13: CAU 453, Surface Debris, 05/12/2010

Photograph 14: CAU 484, CAl anomaly, looking east, 05/11/2010
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Photograph 15: CAU 484, SA4 anomaly, looking southwest, 05/11/2010

Photograph 16: CAU 484, SA5-9 anomaly, looking east, 05/11/2010
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Photograph 18: CAU 487, A-8 anomaly, looking north, 05/12/2010
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Photograph 19: CAU 487, A-17 anomaly, looking west, 05/12/2010
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report documents methods and results of monitoring conducted in June 2010 at Corrective
Action Units (CAUSs) 400 and 407 on the Tonopah Test Range (TTR). The status of vegetation
is described and compared to adjacent undisturbed areas. Concerns and issues are identified, and
remedial actions are recommended to ensure the cover is maintained.

In 1997, CAU 400 was seeded with a mix of native shrubs and grasses. The site was mulched
with straw that was crimped into the soil. The site was protected from grazing animals (e.g.,
horses and rabbits) with a 4-foot barbed wire fence and 2 feet of chicken wire along the base of
the fence. In 2000, CAU 407 was revegetated using similar techniques.

Remedial revegetation has been completed at these sites. A flash flood swept through CAU 400,
Five Points Landfill, in 2003. The fence was damaged, and much of the vegetation through the
center of the site was lost. The fence was repaired, and the site was reseeded in 2004. The site
flooded again in 2006, and much of the lower portions of the site were covered with several
inches of sediment. No remedial action was taken. After CAU 407 was revegetated in 2000,
cover repairs resulted in the loss of vegetation. In 2004, erosion channels on the cover were
repaired, and the site was reseeded. An erosion blanket was used to minimize erosion.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

The objective of revegetation is to accelerate the reestablishment of native plants and return the
site to pre-disturbance conditions. Vegetation affords protection from wind and water erosion to
maintain the integrity of the site. It also impedes noxious, weedy species and provides cover and
food for wildlife. The objective of monitoring is to document the success of revegetation and to
identify any issues that may need to be addressed to maintain the integrity of the sites.

3.0 METHODS

Monitoring was performed on June 8-9, 2010. Plant cover and density were recorded, wildlife
usage was noted, and erosion was evaluated. Plant cover was estimated using an optical point
projection device. Samples were taken at intervals along a permanent linear transect. Cover was
recorded by species. Density was estimated using 1-square meter (m?) quadrats at intervals
along each transect. The total number of individual plants within each quadrat was recorded.
The data were averaged over all quadrats. Species richness was calculated from density data.
The number of different plant species within each quadrat was averaged over all quadrats. This
provides indication of the diversity or heterogeneity of the plant community. Wildlife usage was
determined from the presence of animal burrows or scat, browsing by animals, and the
observation of animals. Erosion was measured by observing pedestalling of soils, movement of
surface litter, and rilling or gullying on the surface.

Revegetation is considered successful when a pre-determined percentage of plant cover and
density on an adjacent area that represents an undisturbed plant community is acheived. A
typical percentage used to determine success is 70 percent. The time needed for reestablishment
of a native plant community on a disturbed location ranges from 5 to 10 years; however, this
depends on factors such as degree of disturbance, soil types, climate conditions, precipitation
amounts and patterns, and temperature extremes. Revegetation success is achieved after several
consecutive years of meeting, or exceeding, success criteria.
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4.0 RESULTS
This section provides results of the 2010 survey.

41 CAU 400, FIVE POINTSLANDFILL

In 2010, six transects were sampled, two in the area that had not flooded, three in the area that
was revegetated in 2004, and one in the reference area.

4.1.1 Vegetation Monitoring Results
4.1.1.1 Plant Cover

Plant cover on the staging area was 24 percent and was a mix of perennials and annuals
(Table 1). Fourwing saltbush was the only perennial species and made up one third of total
cover. Perennial grasses did not contribute to plant cover. Annual forbs, mainly Esteve’s
pincushion and western blazingstar, made up two thirds of plant cover. Small amounts of
flatcrown buckwheat and cushion cryptantha were present.

Plant cover on the reseeded area was 23 percent and, like the staging area, included perennials
and annuals. Total perennial plant cover was over 3 percent, with fourwing saltbush making up
three fourths of the total and squirreltail grass making up the other fourth. Annual forbs made up
the majority of the plant cover on the re-seeded area and mainly included western tansymustard.
There was a small amount of prickly Russian thistle, an invasive species.

Plant cover on the reference area was higher than the staging and reseeded areas. Forb cover was
less than the other two areas; however, shrub and grass cover was markedly higher. Shrub cover
was 9 percent, and was mostly Greene’s rabbitbrush, with some fourwing saltbush, the sole
contributor to shrub cover on the staging and reseeded areas. The most notable difference
between the reference area and the other two areas was grass cover. Indian ricegrass accounted
for 5 percent cover. Western blazingstar and Esteve’s pincushion made up most of the forb
cover, like the staging area. Nye gilia, cushion cryptantha, and lupine made up the rest of the
forb cover. Weedy species did not contribute to total plant cover on the reference area.

TABLE 1. PLANT COVER (%) oN CAU 400, FIVE POINTS L ANDFILL, 2010

| saging | Reseeded | Reference |  Standard

Shrubs

Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 8.13 2.50 2.50

Greene’s rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus greenel) 0.00 0.00 6.67
Total Shrub Cover 8.13 2.50 9.17 6.42
Grasses

Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.00 0.00 5.00

Squirreltail grass (Elymus elymoides) 0.00 0.83 0.00
Total Grass Cover 0.00 0.83 5.00 3.50
Forbs/Annuals

Esteve’s pincushion (Chaenactis steviodes) 8.75 0.00 3.33

Flatcrown buckwheat (Eriogonum deflexum) 1.25 0.00 0.00

Lupine (Lupine species) 0.00 0.00 0.83

Nye gilia (Alicidlla nyensis) 0.00 0.00 1.67

Cushion cryptantha (Cryptantha circumscissa) 1.25 0.00 0.83

Western blazingstar (Mentzelia albicaulis) 4.38 0.00 5.83

Western tansymustard (Descurania pinnata) 0.00 16.67 0.00

Prickly Russian thistle (Salsola iberica)* 0.00 0.83 0.00
Total Forb Cover 15.63 17.5 12.49 8.74
TOTAL PLANT COVER 23.76 20.83 26.66 18.66
Bare Ground 61.25 65.84 60.83
Litter 15.00 13.33 12.50

* Invasive Species
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4.1.1.2 Plant Density

Annual forbs made up 58 of the 59 plants per m® (Table 2). The combined density of fourwing
saltbush and bud sagebrush, the only two shrubs on the staging area, was 0.7 plants per m?. The
combined density of Indian ricegrass, galleta, and squirreltail was 0.2 plants per m?.

The forbs with the highest density were Esteve’s pincushion, flatcrown buckwheat, whitestem
blazingstar, and cushion cryptantha. These four forbs accounted for over 90 percent of the total
forb density on the staging area. Prickly Russian thistle was the only noxious species found on
the staging area, and its density was 0.2 plants per m.

Total density on the reseeded area was 4.1 plants plants per m?. Shrub density was the lowest of
the three lifeforms at only 0.1 plants per m*. Grass density was higher than on the staging area;
however, it was only 0.3 plants per m%. Forb density was only 2.4 plants per m?, substantially
lower than on the staging area, which was 58.2 plants per m?. The most common forb was an
invasive species, prickly Russian thistle. Although the density of prickly Russian thistle was
higher, the reseeded area appeared to be dominated by western tansymustard. Prickly Russian
thistle plants were small seedlings, whereas western tansymustard plants were large and robust.

Total plant density on the reference area was 47.6 plants per m?, which was lower than the
staging area but over ten times the reseeded area. Greene’s rabbitbrush had the highest shrub
density, followed by fourwing saltbush and winterfat. Grass density was 1.2 plants per m? and
was mostly Indian ricegrass. There were isolated squirreltail plants present. Forb density was
45.1 plants per m?.

TABLE 2. PLANT DENSITY (PLANTSPER M%) oN CAU 400, FIVE POINTS L ANDFILL, 2010

[ Staging | Reseeded | Reference | Standard

Shrubs

Bud sagebrush (Picrothamnus desertorum) 0.05 0.00 0.00

Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 0.63 0.06 0.17

Greene’s rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus greenei) 0.00 0.00 0.30

Winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata) 0.00 0.00 0.07
Total Shrub Density 0.68 0.06 0.54 0.38
Grasses

Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.13 0.27 1.13

James’ Galleta (Pleuraphus jamesi) 0.03 0.00 0.00

Squirreltail (Elymus elymoides) 0.03 0.06 0.03
Total Grass Density 0.19 0.33 1.16 0.81
Forbs

Cushion cryptantha (Cryptantha circumscissa) 3.93 0.01 9.73

Desert wollystar (Eriastrum eremicum) 0.83 0.00 1.27

Eggleaf fiddleleaf (Nama pusillum) 1.68 0.00 1.97

Esteve’s pincushion (Chaenactis steviodes) 27.23 0.08 11.77

Flatcrown buckwheat (Eriogonum deflexum) 15.85 0.03 1.13

Herb Sophia (Descurania sophia) 0.00 0.03 0.07

Hoary tansyaster (Macheranthera canescens) 0.00 0.00 0.20

Lambsquarter (Chenopodium album) 0.00 0.15 0.00

Lupine (Lupinus species) 0.00 0.00 1.27

Nye gilia (Aliciella nyensis) 2.05 0.00 12.13

Prickly Russian thistle (Salsola iberica)* 0.20 1.31 0.80

Ragweed (Ambrosia species) 0.0 0.37 0.23

Halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus)* 0.0 0.02 0.00

Sowthistle desertdandelion (Malacothrix sonchoides) 0.23 0.00 0.27

Western tansymustard (Descurania pinnata) 0.0 0.98 0.23

Whitestem blazingstar (Mentzelia albicaulis) 6.43 0.73 4.83
Total Forb Density 58.23 2.38 45.10 3157
Total Invasive (Forb) Density 0.20 1.33 0.80
TOTAL PLANT DENSITY 59.30 4.10 47.60 32.76

* Invasive Species
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4.1.1.3 Species Richness

Species richness varies from year to year as a result of the timing and amounts of precipitation.
This year’s precipitation amounts were close to average, but higher amounts were received
during the early spring months, which resulted in more forb species. On the staging area, there
was an average of six different species found, and most of them were forbs. Two shrubs,
fourwing saltbush and bud sagebrush, were common. There were three species of perennial
grasses, but none were very common, including the most common species, Indian ricegrass.
Over the years the same species of forbs have been found on the staging area, but abundance, as
measured by cover and density, varies from year to year. This year there was an average of 5.5
species of forbs per m? (Table 3).

Species richness on the reseeded area was 3.9 species per m?. Several species have
re-established on the reseeded area after the flooding events of the last 5 years. Fourwing
saltbush was the only shrub species found on the reseeded area, and Indian ricegrass and
squirreltail were the two grass species found. There were more species of annual forbs on the
reseeded area than on the staging area, but most were infrequent, which accounts for the low
species richness of forbs.

Species richness values for the reference area were the highest of the three areas. Greene’s
rabbitbrush, fourwing saltbush, and winterfat are common species of the shrub community.
Indian ricegrass was the most common perennial grass, as it was at the other two areas.
Squirreltail was infrequently encountered. The reference area has the richest occurrence of forbs
of the three areas. There were fourteen species on the reference area compared to nine and ten
species on the staging area and reseeded area, respectively.

TABLE 3. SPECIES RICHNESS (SPECIES PER M%) oN CAU 400, FIVE POINTS L ANDFILL, 2010

Staging Reseeded Reference Standard
Shrubs 0.35 0.23 0.47 0.33
Grasses 0.18 0.63 0.73 0.51
Forbs/Annuals 5.53 3.03 6.23 4.36
Total Species 6.06 3.89 7.43 5.20

412 Revegetation Success
STAGING AREA

The plant community that has established on the Five Points Landfill appears to be viable, but
there were deficiencies. Total plant cover was near 25 percent, which represents the second
highest amount of plant cover over the last 5 years. There was an abundance of forbs this year,
like in 2006 and 2008, when plant cover was also 25 percent. This year more than half of the
plant cover measured on the staging area was forbs. Shrub cover was around 8 percent, which is
about average for the last 3 years. Grasses continued to struggle on the staging area. In 2006,
grass cover was near 5 percent, it dropped to almost 0 percent last year, and was just less than

1 percent this year.

Plant cover on the staging area exceeded the standard. However, it was due to the abundance of
forbs. Shrub cover was higher than the standard, but there was no grass cover on the staging
area, and the standard of 3.5 percent was not met. Forb cover was 15.6 percent, which was
almost twice the standard of 8.7 percent.
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Perennial plant density on the staging area was the lowest it has ever been. Shrub density
decreased from 1.5 shrubs per m? in 2006 to 0.7 shrubs per m? this year. There was a slight
increase in the density of bud sagebrush, but the density of fourwing saltbush, the most common
shrub present on the staging area, decreased from 0.8 plants per m? in 2009 to 0.6 plants per m?
this year. Grass density decreased from 1.7 grasses per m? in 2006 to 0.3 grasses per m? this
year. There was a decrease in both Indian ricegrass and galleta grass density from last year. Of
note this year was the presence of squirreltail grass, which has not been found on the staging area
since 2007. Forb density fluctuates with precipitation and does not provide a good indication of
the stability of a plant community. The presence of native forbs, rather than invasive weedy
forbs, suggests that the site is progressing towards a native plant community and not a
disturbance plant community, which is typically dominated by invasive annual weeds.

Over the last 3 years, shrub density experienced a gradual decline but was still twice the
standard. Grass density declined over the last 3 years, and this year was 20 percent of the
standard. Forb density was not considered because it fluctuates from year to year and does not
provide an accurate assessment of the status of the plant community. Forb density this year was
the second highest recorded to date on the staging area. Of note is the fact that the more
commonly occurring forb species found on the staging area are native to the area and are
commonly encountered on the adjacent undisturbed area.

Species richness for all lifeforms increased over the last 4 years on the staging area. However,
this trend is attributable to the species richness of forbs. The number of different shrub species
has been about the same for the last 5 years. Grasses declined substantially from 2007 to 2008
and have maintained since then at about 0.2 species per m?.

Overall diversity of the staging area as measured by species richness values was equivalent to the
adjacent undisturbed area. On average, there were six different species encountered per m? on
the staging area compared to the standard of five species. The number of species of forbs found
on the staging area exceeded the revegetation success standard, and the number of different
shrub species was essentially the same as the success standard. However, the number of grass
species was about one fifth of the standard.

Of the three parameters used to evaluate revegetation success, plant density is the only one that
did not exceed success standards. Shrub density exceeded the standard, but grass density was
only 40 percent of the standard, and forb density was slightly below the standard. As with plant
cover, shrub density has been relatively consistent over the last 5 years, whereas grass density
declined from relatively high densities just 3 years ago.

The Five Points Landfill has been successfully revegetated. Using 70 percent of plant cover,
plant density, and species richness on the reference area as a standard for successful revegetation,
plant cover and species richness exceeded the standards, and plant density was about 96 percent
of the success standard. Overall plant cover was 11.3 percent, which is almost one and a half
times the standard of 7.6 percent. Shrubs and forbs exceeded the revegetation success standard.
Shrub cover is more than four times the standard, and forb cover is about 50 percent higher than
the standard. Grass cover is about 17 percent of the standard. Shrub cover has maintained at a
relatively high level over the past 5 years, but grass cover has dropped off the last 2 years.
Growing conditions have been less than optimal for the last several years, and it appears grasses
are most affected by the drier conditions. Forb growth corresponds to the timing and intensity of
precipitation, and the fluctuations in forb cover over the last 5 years indicate such a response.
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RESEEDED AREA

The increase in plant cover on the reseeded area from 3 percent last year to 23 percent this year
was primarily due to the increase in forb cover. Western tansymustard was the major contributor
to forb cover. It was not as abundant as other forbs but was robust and at peak production during
sampling. Shrub cover did not change. Fourwing saltbush was the only shrub on the reseeded
area. Its presence is a result of re-seeding efforts in the fall of 2004 and possible resprouting of
some shrubs that were established prior to the flooding events over the last 6 years.

Grass cover on the reseeded area increased from 0 percent in 2009 to 1 percent this year, and the
presence of grasses was encouraging. Grass cover was primarily squirreltail grass. Indian
ricegrass was more abundant on the reseeded area, but plants were young seedlings, whereas
individuals of squirreltail grass, although less abundant, were in their third or fourth year of
growth and were larger.

Perennial plant density continued to decline, although the decline from 2009 to 2010 was not as
dramatic as from 2008 to 2009. The decline in the density of both shrubs and grasses may have
reached equilibrium with available resources and may maintain at this level in the future.
Fourwing saltbush was the only shrub found on the reseeded area. Indian ricegrass and
squirreltail, two native grasses, have persisted since 2004. The density of forbs was the highest it
has been since the first year after the site was reseeded.

The soils on site are still without structure (powdery and loose) and subject to future flooding,
but all lifeforms are establishing as evidenced by the species richness. There were about four
different species encountered in each quadrat compared to the standard of five species. There
was a mix of shrubs, grasses, and forbs on the reseeded area, but there were only one shrub and
two grasses. There were ten species of forbs on the reseeded area, but most were uncommon.
Western tansymustard was one of the most common forbs and was the most obvious. Western
tansymustard plants were large and robust and appeared to be dominant. Prickly Russian thistle
had the highest density of all the forbs, but the plants were primarily seedlings and less showy.

The reseeded area was deficient in plant cover and density. Plant cover the last 3 years has
fluctuated from no cover in 2007 after the area was flooded to a high of 23 percent this year,
which exceeded the standard of 19 percent. As with the staging area, the majority of the plant
cover was forbs. Shrub cover and grass cover were less than the standard. Plant density was

2 plants per m? the first 2 years after being seeded, but flooding in 2006 removed all the plants.
Grasses recovered quickly, but shrubs have not. Shrub density was 20 percent of the standard,
and grasses were 40 percent of the standard. Species richness for shrubs was 70 percent of
revegetation success standards; however, grasses exceeded the standards.

413 WildlifeUse

As noted in previous years, there was a higher concentration of small mammal burrows on the
southeastern section of the site than on other areas. No signs of excessive browsing of shrubs
were observed. There were no signs of large animals, such as horses or antelope, on the site.

414  Soil Erosion

There were no signs of additional flooding on the site this year. The water channel that traverses
the site appeared to be stable and showed no signs of excessive water flows. The silts and sands
in the bottom areas did not show significant change. Soils on the upper areas that did not flood
appeared to be stable and showed no signs of erosion.
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415 Summary/Recommendations

There are no new concerns or issues at the site. The plant community on the staging area
appears stable, although it is lacking in perennial grasses. Shrubs are well established, but a few
dead shrubs were observed this year. Grasses appear to be the lifeform impacted the most by the
drier conditions experienced the last few years. There have been gradual declines in both grass
cover and density over the last few years. Prickly Russian thistle was more common this year
than in recent years and should be monitored to ensure it does not become a dominant species on
the site. Typically, as native plants become established, weedy species such as prickly Russian
thistle diminish in abundance.

There is always a potential for more flooding at this site. Accumulation of water in the bottom
areas usually results in the death of most plants. Corrective actions for this situation have been
discussed previously and are considered to be too labor intensive and costly to implement. It is
recommended that the plant community at this site continue to be monitored to document
changes and to identify conditions that may affect plant establishment and growth.

4.2 CAU 407, ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA
Three transects were sampled in 2010.

4.2.1 Vegetation Monitoring Results
4.2.1.1 Plant Cover

Plant cover was 22 percent, indicating that young plants are establishing and increasing in size
(Table 4). Three shrubs made up 21 percent of the cover. Shadscale saltbush was the most
common species, making up 18 percent cover. Fourwing saltbush and winterfat were less
common, but accounted for 2 percent of the cover. Esteve’s pincushion, an annual forb, was the
only other species that contributed to plant cover. It accounted for the remaining 1 percent
cover. No invasive species contributed to plant cover this year.

The reference area was not sampled this year, but data collected over the last 9 years were
summarized and used for calculation of revegetation success standards. The average plant cover
on the reference area was 13 percent. Shrub cover was 9.5 percent, grass cover was 1.8 percent,
forb cover was 2.1 percent, and invasive species contributed about 0.1 percent. Bud sagebrush
was the most common species and made up over half of shrub cover. Shadscale saltbush made
up 40 percent of shrub cover, and winterfat accounted for 10 percent. Grass cover was a good
mix of species. James’ galleta grass was the most common and made up over half of grass
cover. Indian ricegrass made up 40 percent of grass cover, and the less common low
woollygrass made up less than 10 percent. There were four forbs that contributed to plant cover,
but Esteve’s pincushion was the most common and accounted for 1.5 percent of the 2 percent
forb cover. Three other forbs made up the remaining 0.5 percent forb cover. The invasive weed
halogeton made up less than 1 percent of total plant cover.
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TABLE 4. PLANT COVER (%) oN CAU 407, ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA, 2010

[ Staging | Reference [ Standard

Shrubs

Bud sagebrush (Picrothamnus desertorum) 0.00 5.29

Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 1.67 0.00

Shadscale saltbush (Atriplex confertifolia) 18.33 3.82

Winterfat (Kraschinnikovia lanata) 0.83 0.23
Total Shrub Cover 20.83 9.34 6.54
Grasses

Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.00 0.69

James’ galleta (Pleuraphus jamesii) 0.00 0.97

Low woollygrass (Dasyochloa pullchella) 0.00 0.12
Total Grass Cover 0.00 1.78 1.24
Forbs/Annuals

Esteve’s pincushion (Cryptantha steviodes) 0.83 1.52

Halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus)* 0.00 0.06

Other forbs 0.00 0.49
Total Forb Cover 0.83 2.07 1.45
TOTAL PLANT COVER 21.66 13.19 9.23
Bare Ground 30.80 69.52
Litter 47.50 17.19

* Invasive Species

4.2.1.2 Plant Density

Plant density was 36 plants per m? and was a mix of shrubs and forbs, but no grasses were

present (Table 5). The most abundant species was Esteve’s pincushion. Three other shrubs were
encountered, but densities were less than 1 plant per m?. Two forbs were encountered other than
Esteve’s pincushion. Buckwheat was rare, and halogeton, an invasive weed, was common.

Reference data collected from 2000 to 2009 were used. The average plant density on the
reference area was 16 plants per m?. There was a more even distribution between lifeforms on
the reference area. There were 4 shrubs per m?, 2 grasses per m?, and 10 forbs per m?. The most
abundant shrub was bud sagebrush. James’ galleta was the most common grass species. The
plant with the highest average density of all lifeforms was Esteve’s pincushion.

TABLE 5. PLANT DENSITY (PLANTSPER M%) ON CAU 407,
RoOLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA, 2010

[ Staging [ Reference [ Standard

Shrubs

Bud sagebrush (Picrothamnus desertorum) 0.67 3.14

Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 0.83 0.00

Shadscale saltbush (Atriplex confertifolia) 11.73 0.84

Winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata) 0.67 0.06
Total Shrub Density 13.90 4.04 2.83
Grasses

Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.00 0.35

James’ Galleta (Pleuraphus jamesii) 0.00 0.90

Low woollygrass (Dasyochloa pullchella) 0.00 0.40

Squirreltail (Elymus elymoides) 0.00 0.04
Total Grass Density 0.00 1.69 1.18
Forbs

Buckwheat (Eriogonum species) 0.33 0.02

Esteve’s pincushion (Chaenactis steviodes) 14.57 8.71

Halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus)* 7.60 0.27

Other forbs 0.00 1.08
Total Forb Density 14.90 9.81 6.87
Total Invasive (Forb) Density 7.60 0.27 0.19
TOTAL PLANT DENSITY 36.40 15.81 11.07

* Invasive Species
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4.2.1.3 Species Richness

An average of three different species were encountered in each quadrat sampled (Table 6). This
included one shrub and two forb species. The most common shrub encountered was shadscale
saltbush. The two most common forb species were Esteve’s pincushion and halogeton. As the
site matures and species become established, species richness may increase and more closely
represent the species richness of the adjacent undisturbed plant community.

TABLE 6. SPECIES RICHNESS (SPECIES PER M%) ON CAU 407,
ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA, 2010

Staging Reference Standard
Shrubs 1.2 1.61 1.13
Grasses 0.0 0.50 0.35
Forbs/Annuals 1.9 1.07 0.75
Total Species 31 3.18 2.23

4.2.2 Revegetation Success

Total plant cover is twice the revegetation success standard; however, success by lifeform varies.
Shrub cover is the highest it has ever been. Shrub cover was 16 percent the first year after
revegetation occurred but was the result of an abundance of young shrub seedlings. By 2008,
shrub cover dropped to 8 percent, and it increased to 9 percent in 2009 and to 21 percent this
year. This is not the result of more plants but the result of increased growth of the plants that
have established on the site. The density of shrubs was 14 plants per m?, which was similar to
last year, but substantially lower than the previous 4 years. Shrubs appear to be establishing;
however, they may decline as resources become limited.

The lack of grasses is a concern. Grass cover was about 1 percent the previous 2 years, but for
the first time since the site was revegetated there was no grass cover. The first year after
revegetation there was an abundance of grasses, mainly squirreltail, but grasses have not
survived the relatively dry conditions the last few years.

The abundance of forbs fluctuates with precipitation amounts and timing. This year there were
several precipitation events during the winter and early spring months that resulted in an
abundance of Esteve’s pincushion and halogeton. Esteve’s pincushion contributed to overall
plant cover but halogeton did not. The less than 1 percent forb cover was more than half of the
revegetation success standard. Forb cover has not exceeded 1 percent since the site was reseeded
in 2005, and there was no forb cover in 2006 and 2009.

Shrub density was artificially high the first 4 years after the site was reseeded, and shrub density
the last 2 years is still five times the revegetation success standard. As mentioned previously,
shrub density is declining, but shrub cover is increasing, suggesting fewer but larger plants. The
most abundant species was shadscale saltbush. Bud sagebrush, fourwing saltbush, and winterfat
were also encountered but in lower numbers. This indicates shrubs are establishing.

Grass density has steadily declined over the last 5 years, and no grasses were found this year.
There was a substantial drop from 2007 to 2008, and grasses have not recovered. Forb density
reached a high of 15 plants per m? this year, which is more than twice the revegetation standard.
The abundance of halogeton, an invasive weedy species, is a concern. This species experienced
a 50-percent increase from 2009 to 2010. This species has been present at other sites on the TTR
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that were revegetated, and over time the abundance of this species declined as perennial shrubs
and grasses became established.

Species richness has stabilized over the last 5 years and exceeds revegetation standards. Species
richness for shrubs was 1.2, which was higher than the standard of 1.1. Grasses were not
present. Species richness for forbs was almost twice the standard. The higher shrub and forb
species richness values overcame the deficiency of grasses and resulted in the overall
achievement of revegetation success based on species richness.

423 WildlifeUse

There were a number of burrows along the side slopes of the site. The burrows appeared shallow
and showed no signs of extensive use. Burrowing appeared to be confined to the fill material
and not subsurface soils.

424  Soil Erosion
The soils appeared stable and compact and showed no signs of erosion.

425 Summary/Recommendations

The three plant community parameters exceeded standards. The absence of perennial grasses is
a concern. The site should be monitored to assess the progression of the plant community.
Monitoring efforts should focus on the re-establishment of perennial grasses and the abundance
and dominance of halogeton. At this time, remedial action to correct either of these issues is not
warranted. A viable population of shrubs seems to be establishing on the site as are several
native annual forbs, which provide a vegetative cover that protects the site from wind and water
erosion. If grasses do not re-establish or halogeton becomes so abundant that the existence of
perennial shrubs and grasses is jeopardized, then some form of remedial action would be
appropriate.

There has been some concern about the impact of burrowing animals. There were a few burrows
along the slopes of the site. The burrows were relatively shallow, did not show signs of intensive
use, and did not appear to create a means of exposing subsurface soils.
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