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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides the results of the annual post-closure inspections conducted at the closed

Corrective Action Unit (CAU) sites located on the Tonopah Test Range (TTR), Nevada. This
report covers calendar year 2009 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)

The annual post-closure inspections were conducted May 5-6, 2009. All 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 for each site inspection
are included in Attachment C, the field notes are included in Attachment D, and the site
photographs are included in Attachment E. Vegetation monitoring of CAU 400, CAU 404,

CAU 407, and CAU 426 was performed in June 2009, and the vegetation monitoring report is
included in Attachment F.

Maintenance was performed at CAU 453. Animal burrows observed during the annual
inspection were backfilled, and a depression was restored to grade on June 25, 2009.
Post-closure site inspections should continue as scheduled.

Vegetation survey inspections have been conducted annually at CAUs 400, 404, 407, and 426.
Discontinuation of vegetation surveys is recommended at the CAU 400 Bomblet Pit and

CAU 426, which have been successfully revegetated. Discontinuation of vegetation surveys is
also recommended at CAU 404, which has been changed to an administrative closure with no
inspections required. Vegetation monitoring at the CAU 400 Five Points Landfill and CAU 407
should continue.
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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 2009 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
CAS TA-55-001-TAB2: 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

CAU-specific inspection requirements are included in Attachment B. Inspections consist of the
following activities to evaluate and document the condition of the units:

Inspections and 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
Subsidence survey to indicate any cover subsidence
Preparation and submittal of an annual report

This Post-Closure Inspection Report includes the following sections and attachments:
Section 1.0: Introduction



Section 2.0: Post-Closure Inspections

Section 3.0: Summary

Section 4.0: References

Attachment A: Figures

Attachment B: Post-Closure Inspection Plans

Attachment C: Post-Closure Inspection Checklists
Attachment D: Field Notes

Attachment E: Photographs

Attachment F: Post-Closure Vegetation Monitoring Report
Library Distribution List
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2.0 POST-CLOSURE INSPECTIONS

Post-closure site inspections of TTR CAUSs for the period January 2009 through December 2009
were conducted on May 5 and May 6, 2009. Copies of post-closure inspection plans as
previously published in the applicable Closure Report (CR) for each CAU are included in
Attachment B. Copies of the site inspection checklists are included in Attachment C, field notes
are included in Attachment D, and site photographs 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 sites 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 at the Bomblet Pit (CAS TA-55-001-TAB2, Ordnance Disposal Pit)
and Five Points Landfill (CAS TA-19-001-05PT, Ordnance Disposal Pit). Fencing is required
for a minimum of 5 years to allow plants to become established. Vegetation monitoring was
conducted in June 2009, and the results are included in Attachment F.

2.1.2 CAU 400 Inspection Results

Bomblet Pit (CAS TA-55-001-TAB2, Ordnance Disposal Pit): The Bomblet Pit is shown in
Figure 2 of Attachment A. The annual inspection was conducted on May 5, 2009. The fence,
signs, cover, and vegetation were in good condition. Small animal burrows were noted that were
recommended to be backfilled as a best management practice. No other issues or concerns were
noted.

Five Points Landfill (CAS TA-19-001-05PT, Ordnance Disposal Pit): The Five Points Landfill
is shown in Figure 3 of Attachment A. The annual inspection was conducted on May 5, 2009.
Signs and fencing were in good condition, and the vegetation appeared to be healthy. Small
animal burrows were noted that were recommended to be backfilled as a best management
practice. No other issues or concerns were noted.

2.1.3 CAU 400 Maintenance and Repairs
Small animal burrows were backfilled as a best management practice on June 25, 2009.

2.1.4 CAU 400 Conclusions and Recommendations

The Bomblet Pit and Five Points Landfill were observed to be in good condition. Site
inspections should continue as scheduled. Vegetation at the Five Points Landfill is viable and
persistent and meets revegetation standards in the area that was not flooded; however, the area
that was flooded is still recovering, and vegetation monitoring of this site should continue.
Vegetation at the Bomblet Pit exceeded revegetation standards, and removal of fencing and
discontinuation of vegetation monitoring is recommended.
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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). Post-closure 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 4 of Attachment A. In addition to inspections, vegetation monitoring was
conducted in June 2009, and the results are included in Attachment F.

2.2.2 CAU 407 Inspection Results

The annual inspection was conducted on May 5, 2009. Signs, fencing, and cover were in good
condition, and maintenance and repairs were not recommended. Vegetation is becoming
established on the cover. 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. The site inspections should continue as scheduled, and the
health of the vegetation and integrity of the cover should continue to be monitored until the site
has stabilized.

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. Post-closure
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 5 of
Attachment A.

2.3.2 CAU 424 Inspection Results
The annual inspection was conducted on May 6, 20009.

Landfill Cell A3-1 (CAS 03-08-001-A301): All signs, survey markers, and monuments were in
good condition. Vegetation is established throughout the site, and no cracking, erosion, or
subsidence of the cover was noted. No issues or concerns were noted.

Landfill Cell A3-2 (CAS 03-08-002-A302): The concrete monuments and landfill cover were in
good condition. All signs and brass survey markers were legible and intact. No signs of erosion,
subsidence, or evidence of unauthorized use were noted. No issues or concerns were noted.
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Landfill Cell A3-3 (CAS 03-08-002-A303): All monuments, brass survey markers, and warning
signs were in good condition. No subsidence, cracking, or erosion was noted. No issues or
concerns were noted.

Landfill Cell A3-4 (CAS 03-08-002-A304): The overall condition of the site was good, and
vegetation was established throughout the site. All monuments, the brass survey marker, and
warning signs were in good condition. No issues or concerns were noted.

Landfill Cell A3-5 (CAS 03-08-002-A305): All monuments and attached warning signs and
brass survey markers were in good condition. No evidence of subsidence, cracking, or erosion
was noted, and sparse vegetation was present. No issues or concerns were noted.

Landfill Cell A3-6 (CAS 03-08-002-A306): All monuments and attached warning signs and
brass survey markers were in good condition. No evidence of subsidence, cracking, or erosion
was noted. No issues or concerns were noted.

Landfill Cell A3-8 (CAS 03-08-002-A308): Brass markers were in good condition. No erosion,
subsidence, or evidence of unauthorized use was noted. 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
All CASs were in good condition. The site 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). Post-closure 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 6 of Attachment A. In addition to site inspections, vegetation monitoring was
conducted in June 2009, and the results are included in Attachment F.

2.4.2 CAU 426 Inspection Results

The annual inspection was conducted on May 5, 2009. The signs and fencing were in good
condition. No erosion, subsidence, or evidence of unauthorized use was noted. Vegetation was
well established and healthy throughout the site. No issues or concerns were noted.

2.4.3 CAU 426 Maintenance and Repairs

Maintenance and repairs were not required.

244 CAU 426 Conclusions and Recommendations

The site was observed to be in good condition. Site inspections should continue as scheduled.
Revegetation standards were achieved again in 2009, and discontinuation of vegetation
monitoring is recommended.
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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). Post-closure 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 7 of
Attachment A.

2.5.2 CAU 453 Inspection Results

The annual inspection was conducted on May 6, 2009. The fence, signs, and monuments were in
excellent condition. There was evidence of animal burrowing and a large depression that
required follow-up action.

2.5.3 CAU 453 Maintenance and Repairs

Animal burrows observed during the annual inspection were backfilled, and the depression was
restored to grade on June 25, 2009.

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.
Post-closure 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 8 of

Attachment A.

2.6.2 CAU 484 Inspection Results

The annual inspection was conducted on May 6, 2009. 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. Site inspections should continue as scheduled.
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2.7 CAU 487: THUNDERWELL SITE (TTR)

2.7.1 Introduction

CAU 487, Thunderwell Site (TTR), consists of one CAS (CAS RG-26-001-RGRV, Thunderwell
Site). Post-closure requirements are described in the Corrective Action Decision Document
(CADD)/CR (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 9 of Attachment A.

2.7.2 CAU 487 Inspection Results

The annual inspection was conducted on May 6, 2009. All warning signs were in place, intact,
and legible, and the 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. Site inspections should continue as scheduled.
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3.0 SUMMARY

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

The sites were in good condition. No maintenance or repairs were required. Site inspections
should continue as scheduled. An ecological specialist should continue to evaluate vegetation
conditions at the Five Points Landfill, especially in the area that experienced flooding. The
Bomblet Pit site has been successfully revegetated; therefore, removal of fencing and
discontinuation of vegetation monitoring is recommended.

3.2 CAU 407: ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA (TTR)

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

3.3 CAU 424: AREA 3 LANDFILL COMPLEXES (TTR)

The sites were in good condition. No maintenance or repairs were required. Site 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. Site inspections
should continue as scheduled. Discontinuation of vegetation monitoring is recommended.

3.5 CAU453: AREA9UXO LANDFILL (TTR)

Animal burrows observed during the annual inspection were backfilled, and the depression was
restored to grade on June 25, 2009. Site inspections should continue as scheduled.

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

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

3.7 CAU 487: THUNDERWELL SITE (TTR)

The site was in good condition. No maintenance or repairs were required. Site 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,
Revision 1, December 2001, DOE/NV--694-REV-1. Las Vegas, 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,
Revision 0, July 1999, DOE/NV/11718--283. Las Vegas, 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.
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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.

Completion of post-closure monitoring may be proposed by DOE/NV to the NDEP within five
years after the completion of closure activities.
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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,
Revision 0, August 1998, DOE/NV/11718-226 UC-702. Las Vegas, 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
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the second inspection of each year that post-closure monitoring is conducted. The annual reports
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.

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.



Post-Closure Inspection Report - TTR
Revision: 0
Date: May 2010

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, Revision 0,
July 1999, DOE/NV/11718--284. Las Vegas, Nevada
Post-Closure of the covers 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 (once per year) visual inspections of:
The cell soil cover, for indications of subsidence, erosion, unauthorized use, 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 completion of closure
activities, 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, Revision 0, September 2007, DOE/NV--1226. Las Vegas, 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, Revision 0, November 2001,
DOE/NV--761. Las Vegas, 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-55-001-TAB2, ORDNANCE DISPOSAL PIT

Inspection Date and Time: = Reason for Inspection:
.9{/-5;/”? /ale P /4”#“4 /

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection; Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection:
¥ 5/21/08 i . Annual
T rd

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

Chief Inspector: 4/0“1 ?ﬁdﬂ r‘o{fom Title: —-?"‘:SL M-tnq.c;er-
=

Assistant Inspector: M-"C F‘Ayo/ Title: ’(’.e /J jup!f' . —

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. Have the previous inspection reports been reviewed? v

2. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections? v

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

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, ctc.
b. Camera (requires TTR Photo/sensitive equipment pass), digital storage drive, and extra batteries
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 to document vegetation growth and inspect the integrity of the fence. The inspection can be conducted
Jrom outside the perimeter fence. The checklist should be completed during the site inspection.

® Ifashaded 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.

I. Site markers: YES EIXPLANAT[ON (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is the gate damaged?

b. Is the wire fence damaged?

c. Is the chicken wire fence damaged?

NANANANE:

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

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 400: BOMBLET PIT AND FIVE POINTS LANDFILL - CAS TA-55-001-TAB2, ORDNANCE DISPOSAL PIT

2. Waste Unit cover: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is there evidence of human intrusion onto the site? l/

b. Is there evidence of horses or rabbits on site? I//

c. Are seeded plant species found on site? V/

d. Are weedy annual plants present? /

NA |
If yes, are they a problem? Vv
¢. [s there evidence of plant mortality? l/ i

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
activitics and are not intended for use in the post-closurc 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 cach photograph taken.

3. Photograph Documentation: YES NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have photographs been taken of the sites? /
= - p?c 4‘|r-¢dr
If yes, how m: s were taken? = T
yes, how many photos were taken ? 7 = Addidiwen
= f"“f fjecﬁ'o'ltc, 107‘" /"J ‘J"-,/ AC 40"4,.; (né{f
If yes, has a photographic log been prepared?
photographic log been prep v’ o e ER Shared dirve (¢At yos).
E. FIELD CONCLUSIONS YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
I. Are more frequent inspections required? Wl
2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory? v~
3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary? / If “yes”, deseribe in field conclusions/recommendations
R —— i o If “*yes", describe below and the Task Manager must complete the
%1 thersun imodneitRagkd (o the miegrityiof the lndfil caver I/ “Follow-up Actions" (not part of checklist)

5. Field conclusions/recommendations: '77; Agrfe:/— wire fcncufj " C-é:c éen wire /mzs/«) -ﬁenc»:h
and 44-‘/"! Were :‘nj&ﬂé CMa/Aon. 7_3{.: Veqe %an j_cp, # nppeg»-ccf*b
-At ih M‘H'v 190/ danc//'lou. 77:#.: RS some gwgfg_..cp a-ff anuug,_/_,é‘trrounj.
a/one v‘fe e.\u‘en.«/ per/meter of He burbed-wire Lence. A Follosw-ssp
Cﬂl’fﬁ(_?Ath action ;s pot reemre-f Aawevcr. back L, //-rq« Lhe

burrows ;' rerommgna/e.a/ as o best Mﬂnd?tmtn"lé prncf:ce
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

CAU 400: BOMBLET PIT AND FIVE POINTS LANDFILL - CAS TA-55-001-TAB2, ORDNANCE DISPOSAL PIT

F. CERTIFICATION

I have conducted an inspection of CAS TA-55-001-TAB2, Ordnance Disposal Pit (Bomblet Pit), in accordance with the procedures of the Post-Closure Plan
as recorded on this checklist, attached sheets, field notes, photographs, angd phetograph logs.

Chief Inspector’s Signalurc:/S/: G Ien Nn RiChard SO Date: 5:/5:/9 g

Printed Name: J/em, ?cdq»e(fpﬂ Ritlse 7’-1‘..54é‘ Man«-per
[

Required Attachments:
* Field Notes (if any)
* Photos (or note File Location: S:\NTS\ER Share\_Phstos\ TTE PCM fnipgﬁ;ns\ 2007\05- 04-2657)

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

G. VERIFICATION

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

Signature: /S/ Reed POde”S Date: ()" IY‘ 0 1

Printed Name: Thomas A. ’}hlelc (or designee)

Distribution: Original — Task Manager
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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: - Reason for Inspection:
_5{/5'/&'? 2:00 PM Annual

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection: 5 /2 / / 0§ Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: /4””“ e /
¥ /

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

Chief'] 2 : - Title:
nel Inspector: gA’hh 254«"‘4/.!'6‘1 1tle: 7:.5¢é /‘f“”*j&r_

Asii tor: ile:
ssistant Inspector /%,ét /:Z:Vo/ e /f;'r/./ S«anrw's.or-

A. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
¢ Complete all checklist items.
¢+ If'a 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? /

2. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections?

3. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection?

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 extra batteries
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 to document vegetation growth and inspect the integrity of the fence. The inspection can be conducted
Jfrom outside the perimeter fence. The checklist should be completed during the site inspection.

* Ifashaded box is checked, add detailed comments to document the results of the sitc 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 ficld notes are not required if the checklist and associated attachments adequately describe site conditions.

1. Site markers: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is the barbed wire fence damaged?

b. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring

/
weakened? l/ |

2. Waste Unit cover: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Is there evidence of human intrusion onto the site? /
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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

2. Waste Unit cover (continued): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
b. Is there evidence of horses or rabbits on site? / '
c. Are weedy annual plants present? /
NA
If yes, are they a problem?
o -
d. Are seeded plant species found on site? |
re seeded p p / !
e. Is there evidence of plant mortality? ! /

Photograph Instructions:

* A standard set of photographs is needed for the post-closure report. Take two photes 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: YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have photographs been taken of the sites? v
= FctjuffeJ
If yes, how many photos were taken? 4 7 = Addidiona
: 7 [ ; availablc 27
Il yes, has a photographic log been prepared? l/ Pl i:: ,‘:;é';:s: : f‘:’j /?rf;f be
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? I// _ ‘
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? | . / i ycs‘%ﬂﬁ:\:i&ﬁiﬁmﬁ;ﬂiﬁ;ﬁk (31 :ng;{i;?}um Completsthe

5. Field conclusions/recommendations:__7h¢ berbed — wire fem:.?uj , Chicken - wive nes 4 ) ;fcmrhj 3
a hJ jm’zc wre on jreg-zl 60“6/?7‘5:'014 i ke .z.:;,.--/«n‘ff‘ou gre u.f-r‘% Appra red H
be /n very j”’"d/ cam:/f'v[r‘om . Evidence ol ancwal é/urrp»-ff'nj was noticed
als ny Sthe externa/ rpd'rfme‘/er‘ ol Hhe | Birded . wive Levca. A »4/%&«:—;:’1:
Cheitclive aedion. is wph re;_w‘r ec/_} bowe ve , 4 ac L ff“//iuj -"-"Ze éﬁﬁ&%«i

Aurrawi 's l’ecammenJ{/ as a éf.\';é M‘najdﬁen‘lz {pt‘gcr‘fce«
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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

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 Signalurc:/S/: Glenn R|Char’d SO Date: 5-/5./{;?
{ [l

Printed Name: é/e”” //2,64“”:}50“ Title: ﬂ_‘s é M‘ P
Required Attachments: <
* Field Notes (if any)
* Photos (or note File Location: S:\NTS\ER Share\ Phatss\ 77# P(Hﬁ;;uct‘abnﬁ\ 2009\ 65-05-2009 )

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

G. VERIFICATION

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

simwre: [S/7 Reed Poderis Dae: {1409

Printed Nam c‘:‘ Thomas A. ji'hiclc (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

Inspection Date and Time: _ Reason for Inspection:
i 5/5'/9? J:05 FM B 14‘nnua/
iy

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection: Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection:
¥ 5/20/08 P Aanual
rd [

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

Chief Inspector: 4 / e ?_‘ )1«- Jsoh Title: _7':"5 é /1//‘“‘&5 e

Assistant Inspector; /%lét F/ﬂyﬂf Title: 4&/"(/‘/ 'S"“ erviZer

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? v
3. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections? v
4. Were mai frs perfoimiod since last fisection? Losse parbed wire on he sowthand noﬂ"‘w«ﬂ
. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection? / corner Fence was Aj&ﬂnc-’ on 7/00/08.
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? >

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 batteries
c. Previous Post-Closure Report, Inspection Checklists, repair records, and as-built plans
d. Tape measure
e. Other miscellaneous support equipment

D. SITE INSPECTION

* Thesite 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.

¢ Ifa 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.

1. Site markers; YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

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

l. Site markers (continued):
b. Is the mesh wire fence damaged?
¢. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring weakened?
d. Are the URMA signs damaged or missing?
c. Are the signs legible?

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

YES

NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

R

2. Waste Unit cover;
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?
¢. [s there evidence of human intrusion onto the site?
f. Is there evidence of animal burrowing?

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

h. Is organic mulch adequate to prevent erosion?

i. Are weedy annual plants present? (Il yes, are they a
problem?)

Jj. Are seeded plant species found on site?

k. Is there evidence of plant mortality?

Z,

0]

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

NIANANASA

There whrs evidence od Swmall animal Burmid
ou +he side Slope oL the cCover,

\

v’

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 arca 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?
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

&

o

An glectronie phete log will be available
on the ER Shared drive Ccay 1{07).
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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 frequent inspections required? . V/

2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory? v [

3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary? g I **yes”, describe in field conclusions/recommendations

4. Is there an imminent hazard to the integrity of the landfill cover? V/" e ‘LYCS:kgfl?;i?ui;b;ﬁ\;g:,q(:l:l ggiktﬂ!i;if;:{iz)um dogpiE

5. Field conclusions/recommendations: The égré(d/—- wire ‘)[\Cﬂc.f-lfj /5 in Pk CC//CK% Cﬂ‘f"{@.
The r.m/.-'o/o_;f'r.-/ (ﬂvs}zz}rj; are y;';'r',{/{- and z.;fTZACTZ. T he yejiéam?pw

A de ma.-v‘fui-r'nj repidly on e cover. Zhere was Sonmse svideiscr o

Small q.m'm-/ berrows sa -/'Zf Side S/:aa:.' 21[ :‘-”46 ;ﬂ_.g_srzﬂ ‘-ﬂl(.?L Cﬂl-"t.'s éu'/‘

—7"45 éurr-nwg, were not- :/eemea/ .s-/l}n:‘[}c«n-r"-‘ Fo wWarran? o c_ar"’r‘gc?é‘b'f

ackion.

F. CERTIFICATION

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

Chief Inspector’s Signalure:/S/: Glen n RlChard SOfl Date: 5/5/& f
Printed Name: é’/‘ﬂn‘ 254&.»1/_’;#!4 g 74/,5,4 /‘/d#ﬂ Fer

Required Attachments:
* Field Notes (if any)
° Photos (or note File Location; S:\NTS\ER Share!, ﬁ@fbs\ TR RHIustca‘;‘an.s\ 2009\ 05-b4-200%)

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

G. VERIFICATION

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

siemare:/S/; Reed Poderis Date: (~)f-0) 9

Printed Name: "homas A 'I’ilielc (or designee)

Distribution: Original — 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, 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 Date and Time: j:/é;/d? 2:33 PM Reason for Inspection: Lvivicia /
Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection: ‘5: /& f( /03 Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: ,4 p—— /

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

Chief Inspector: 4 /Mn ’/;D,‘c. A ar /5 s Title: 77; L Mkha.q e
=
Assistant Inspector: M ‘(,: 2l v J Title: ;;8 7 A Sugef‘l/'..rcl"

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? V/
3. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections? 2 T
4. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection? /
- ki sfiaeh NA Another cibe wal Kdown vidh =P8 wac performed
a. If yes, at which sites? i :
¥ V] ot Landfill A3-8 4o veriLy Lour surface
b. If yes, has site repair resulted in a change from as-built 7 NA |menuments were in place.
conditions?
c. If yes (to 4b), are revised as-built plans available that reflect NA
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:
a. TTR radio, pager, etc.
b. Camera (requires TTR Photo/sensitive equipment pass), digital storage drive, and extra batteries
c. Previous Post-Closure Report, Inspection Checklists, repair records, and as-built plans
d. Tape measure
e. Other miscellaneous support cquipment

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,

* Ifashaded 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.

® Ficld notes taken to assist in completion of this checklist will become part of the inspection record. No form is specified for ficld
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 (Landfill A3-1): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

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

b. Are all boundary monuments in good condition?

N

c. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?

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

e. Are all signs legible?

f. How many signs need to be replaced? 0

2. Use-restricted arca (Landfill A3-1): 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) 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?

3. Site markers (Landfill A3-2): YES 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?

AVAN

¢. 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? 0

4. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-2); 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) through or
around the cover?

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

NIN NN S

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

5. Site markers (Landfill A3-3, westemn 2 cells); YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

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

d

b. Are all boundary monuments in good condition?

N\

¢. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?

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

e, Are all signs legible?

f. How many signs need to be replaced? &

g. Are all three (3) surface markers in good condition? Pl

6. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-3, western 2 cells): YES 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?

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

7. Site markers (Landfill A3-3, eastern cell); YES EXPLANATION (required if shaded box 1s checked)

L~

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

NEIANANNANNE

b. Are all brass survey markers in good condition? /

8. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-3, eastern cell); YES EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

4. 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?

. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover?

9. Site markers (Landfill A3-4): YES EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

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

NEINANMNAINE

b. Are all boundary monuments in good condition? v

¢. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?
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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

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? /

e, Are all signs legible? /

f. How many signs need to be replaced? V7,

g. Is the surface marker in good condition? /

10. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-4): 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

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

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

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

a. Have any of the four (4) boundary monuments been

NO
b/.
around the cover? [
l/
/
NO
disturbed? =

b. Are all boundary monuments in good condition?

N

¢. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?

d. Are any of the warning signs damaged or missing? V/

R - "
e. Are all signs legible? T

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 seitling?

b. Is there cracking?

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

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

e. [s there evidence of human intrusion into the cover?

13. Site markers (Landfill A3-6): YES EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

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

NENANANANIANLE

b. Are all boundary monuments in good condition? l//
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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-A301, LANDFILL A3-1
= CAS 03-08-001-A303, LANDFILL A3-3
- CAS 03-08-001-A305, LANDFILL A3-5

- CAS 03-08-001-A306, LANDFILL A3-6 - CAS 03-08-001-A308, LANDFILL A3-8

13. Site markers (Landfill A3-6), continued: YES NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

>

¢. Are all brass survey markers in good condition?

d. Arc any of the warning signs damaged or missing?

v’

e. Are all signs legible?

f. How many signs need to be replaced? 0

14, Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-6): YES NO | 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?

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

il AN AN AN AN A

15. Site markers (Landfill A3-8): YES N EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Are all four (4) surface markers in good condition?

51N

b. Arc all brass survey markers in good condition?

c. Are any ol the wamning signs damaged or missing?

\

d. Are all signs legible?

e. How many signs need to be replaced? V7,

16. Use-restricted area (Landfill A3-8): YES NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

T

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?

NN IROR

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

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 area 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? vl
If yes, how many photos were taken? / ;/
If yes, has a photographic log been prepared? ,/ i Log number:
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? 1 (R
3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary? : _ / 1t “yes”, describe in field conclusions/recommendations
4. Is there an imminent hazard to the integrity of the landfill cover? : . v i [Fhycs:i:gﬁ:glju[;biﬁﬁ::s?;ﬁiiftkur? 2;:35;{3:;;1]“5‘ i

5. l"leldcunt.ll.aonba’reccmmmdalwns Gitvall e cowddivns avk cack Land Lyl A3 Celf
are .«-i‘,"-’ 4-,-.,-...# There was no tvidence of 5«.'745/3 or crar.éfm;. a7~
any Zn.m/ﬁ,// A3 celf. AU monunmends (abeveground & Ju«vﬁ.cc) are
Jn-/t.‘c-/— and shable. The s/ g€ )5 wisible and Shows no evidence
o+ faa’a‘wj or demage. There are neo /Ssues or cencerns at Gy of
the Lend Lll A3 sites. (A3-1, A3-2, A3-3, A3-4, A3-S, A3-C; and £3-8).

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 checklist, attached sheets, field notes, photographs, and photograph logs.

Chief Inspector’s Signalure:/S/: Glen ] R'Chard SO Date: 5:/6{/0?

Enpial e é%ﬂ “ 2.: 4 ardson W ol Maiaser
[

Required Attachments:
¢ Field Notes (if any)
* Photos (or note File Location: S:\\NTS\ER Share\_Phsfes\ TTR PtM J.T.,p(.-,ﬁms\ 2069\ 05-06-2009)

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, 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

G. VERIFICATION

I have reviewed this chg@lyl’l}it and attachments and have verified that it is complete.

siemure: [S/: Reed Poderis ——

Date: 6_ j"-l_O["

¥

X
Printed Name: Thomas A. Th}ﬂ.'lx: (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: 5-/5-/‘9 ? 3:36 pM Reason for Inspection: Ann““ /

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection: Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: /
$/29/08 /%1' “ua
2.

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

Chief Inspector: g/fk " '?:(‘A ar'ngH Title: 7« < é MQ nager
o

Assistant Inspector: M le"C F/-"_V / Title: /C;C / / jﬂpf" R

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

2. Has the Post-Closure Plan been reviewed?

N\ SN

3. Have the previous inspection reports been reviewed?

4. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections? /
5. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection? L
a. I yes, has site repair resulted in a change from as-built NA
conditions? L]
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. Assemble the following, as needed, to conduct inspections:
a. TTR radio, pager, ctc.
b. Camera (requires TTR Photo/sensitive equipment pass), digital storage drive, and extra batteries
c. 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 ro be able to inspect
the entire surfuce and all features specifically described in this checklist. The checklist should be completed during the site
inspection.

* Ifashaded 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 fo 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.

Page |




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:

a. Is there damage to the gate?
b. Is the gate lock in place and functional?

. Is the fence damaged?

d. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring

. Are “vegetation™ signs damaged or missing (located on each

f. Are the signs legible?

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

YES

NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

g

weakened?

corer and in middle of fence side)?

2. Use-restricted area:

d. Is there vegetation (describe its condition)?

. Is there evidence of settling?

b. Is there cracking?

¢. Is there evidence of erosion (wind or water) on or near the

- Is remedial action needed to establish a vegetative cover?
[ Is there evidence of human intrusion onto the site?

g. Is there evidence of animal burrowing?

YES

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

use restriction boundary?

‘/(Jc'l‘AJ!-n appcars Lo be very raatire,

1
P/
V/

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 use) should be photographed.

Other photographs arc optional.
A photograph log entry will be made for each photograph taken.

3. Photograph Documentation: YES
a. Have photographs been taken of the sites? v I
If yes, how many photos were taken? 2
Il yes, has a photographic log been prepared? 1

NO

EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

{/ Xf?.w‘rt/
! AdLAH
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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? 7

2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory? L

3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary? 1 1 “yes”, deseribe in field conclusions/recommendations

4. Is there an imminent hazard to the integrity of the landfill cover? | % U‘Lgﬁfﬁ}:pb;ﬁ\lzssd(gftﬁﬁf 01\:‘[ 21111:5{:]1"':1[1)11%[ chmplete e
5. Field conclusions/recommendations: The 74/? < ’;'..?;' .5'.:;9 Hq; C 5 4n g/ 3 4716 webt (n Prea '-"Z

74
(,‘an(f;//on. TAe V.:/qc-/-\.-/r'aﬂ ﬂlp{pearu,‘c/ e é: 4.71 ®  Sa ;'C!.ru.?L
m««t?‘uw‘{y /(ve/. There et 4SS oo ew'o/encc o/l a/qa-,-mr or qm'»m/
xlquru.fr'oﬂ. T e .s‘r-;/( g};agﬁgr: 74: /e s {’,{-(c/{ée?é C&‘ta{}!{bﬂ. 710—5

WeFFP 50 S5kl S Or Conc erns.

F. CERTIFICATION

I 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 photograph logs—

Chief Inspector’s SignaturclS/: Glenn RlChardsor Date: 5/5./;?

Printed Name: g/{”n ;‘?;44 ra_/;’aq Title: Tesk /%”‘ i
Required Attachments: -
* Field Notes (if any)
* Photos (or note File Location: S:\NTS\ER Share\ Photes\ TT€ Pt Ziggpccﬁbqsl m?\ 05-08- 2069

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

G. VERIFICATION

I have revie%d this checklist and attachments and have verified that it is complete.

Signature: /S/: Reed POderiS = Date: 6" Y- dﬂ

) \
Printed Name: Thomas A. Thiel\; (or designee)

Distribution: Original — Task Manager
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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

Inspection Date and Time: - , Reason for Inspection:
nspection Date and Time J./é /&? 152 PM ea p Am‘qu /
L4 L4

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection: 5./2_ 1’/ oF Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: /4“” P /
7 7

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

Chief Inspector: é]/g - ,/?,'czar-o{-fah Title: 7:_;1& /"/Qﬁq Fer
[

Assistant Inspector: /i{, Z’! /6715‘{/ ‘/ Title: ;;e / a/ kpr.:pcr iEar

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 2/1 5/2008).
* 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?

Lirge anintal burrows were notvced a/tqru'-rj
Fhe [aSh +wo gnuual inspections.

3. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections?

The animal §wrrows were jqcéﬂ'/&ﬂfﬂf#
borrow LY 0w 8/1/ 28,

4. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection?

. NN

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, ctc.
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
¢. 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.

* Ifa 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.

1. Site markers: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Is the gate damaged? 177
b. Is the gate lock in place and functional? i
¢. Is the fence damaged? /
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Inspection Requirement: Anmnual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

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

1. Site markers (continued): YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
d. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring
weakened? e
¢. Have boundary monuments been disturhed? Y
f. Are boundary monuments in good condition? L~ f
g. Are any of the use restriction warning signs damaged or
missing? I’
h. Are all signs legible? L
i. How many signs need to be replaced? b7
2. Use-restricted areca: YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
. A la r9e Sepression ks was Jiscevercd o
a. Is there evidence of settling? et
[ betwien Trench A9-3 cnd 49-2 .

b. Is there cracking?

\

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

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

% N

c. Is there evidence of animal burrowing into trenches A9-1, Large anvmal burrows were motrced om +he

A9-2, or A9-3? v NE Corper oF FFemeh Af-1 gn‘/ Ag-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 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.

3. Photograph Documentation; YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required il shaded box is checked)
a. Have photographs been taken of the sites? Ve

If yes, how many photos were taken? /2

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? Ve If “yes”, describe in field conclusions/recommendations
4. Is there an imminent hazard to the integrity of the landfill cover? v I llycs:z%ﬂf:ﬁ}f;ﬁﬁ:;::“j (11]11031 1?1::‘ GTSEEEE;;GUS[ g
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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)

5. Ficlil conchusionsifesommeniiations;, _7he  USE e shic fion .s:'fnajc) ¢ doaiisdin e ,fruc;‘nj,,
daiid aéave’jrouua’/ monwments are Sou exceflen ConJ‘/ﬁoﬁ. There was
Sem ¢ chlo/c*ﬂCt of animal éurrour‘nj @ 7648 /an.//'.'// cover, A
/arje ofeipfeswnn ares was  alse seticed nser Treneh Ai-2 wnd A7-3.

Fo /Aw—ufp corrc.::é'yc «L/zbas are Hhecessa ,-/., w:‘-/ér‘n 7o /4/;/.5 749
Jﬂc,é,[,"// —f/./g aniwial éurraw.f 41-:/ fts./orr 7’441! e/dlﬂ'?s.rf'aa are€ 4
Jo il naturat gurdaze qug/e.

F. CERTIFICATION

I 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 photograph logs.

Chicflnspt:ctor’SSignqure:/S/: Glenn RIChardSOTI\D-"L E/é /‘9?

Printed Name: g/“m 2‘64&1#%5‘&# Tale '7:;.4 /%Jvmffcf“
—

Required Attachments:

* Field Notes (if any)
* Photos (or note File Location: S:\NTS\ER Share\ Phsfas\ 77€ F(M ﬂs{pec?&bns\ 2009\ 05-06~ 2609)

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

G. VERIFICATION

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

seawe /S/: Reed Poderis bate: (1409

T e
Printed Name: Thomas A. 'J:hi&c (or designee)

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, DAVIS GUN PENETRATOR TEST

Inspection Date and Time: Reason for Inspection:
4 . 5/6 /09 /2:28 PM e el TN
g [
Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection: g / / Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: /4
22/08 hn
/2o .

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

Chief Inspector: é/:‘.”" /?’-c[q’_‘%ga” Title: 7:5 é /Wanq g€ r
=4

Assistant Inspector: M‘ée /:/a#u/ Title: /[f-c'/./ J;perrf.s or
= 4

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? v

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

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

4. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection? I/

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.

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

e. Other miscellaneous support equipment

o

[«

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.

* Ifashaded 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.

1. General vicinity and site conditions (CA-1): 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 +
cover? (If yes; see Note B) ; |/
c. Is the berm that surrounds the cover intact? (If no, see B
Note €) v

Page 1




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? (See I./
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? 7
b. Are any of the four (4) use restriction signs damaged or 4
missing?
c. Are all use restriction signs legible? v i
d. How many use restriction signs need to be replaced? &
e. Are any of the four (4) URMA signs damaged or missing? P i
f. Are all URMA signs legible? /
g. How many URMA signs need to be replaced? 2
3. Use-restricted area (CA-1): YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
req
a. Is there evidence of settling, erosion (wind or water), or
animal burrowing? il
b. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover? 7 B
¢. Is the cover still mounded such that it prevents ponding on /
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) v i
b. Is there evidence of testing activitics in the vicinity of the
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 [t
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

ANAY

missing?
¢. Are all use restriction signs legible? Val
d. How many use restriction signs need to be replaced? 2
e. Are any of the four (4) URMA signs damaged or missing? /
f. Are all URMA signs legible? w1 '
g. How many URMA signs need to be replaced? Vo,
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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

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? l//
b. Is there evidence of human intrusion into the cover? v
c. Is the cover still mounded such that it prevents ponding on I./
the cover surface?
7. General vicinity and site conditions (SA-5-9): YES NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Are access roads in good condition? (If no, see Note A) l/
b. Is there evidence of testing activities in the vicinity of the
cover? (If yes, see Note B) v
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 l//

Note D for more information)

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

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

AVAN

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

¢. Are all use restriction signs legible? /

d. How many use restriction signs need to be replaced? V2

c. Areany ol the four (4) URMA signs damaged or missing? ¥l

f. Are all URMA signs legible? v

g. How many URMA signs need to be replaced? V7

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

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

|-

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

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

10. General vicinity 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) v

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

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

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

1. Site markers (SA-12-15): YES NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)

a. Have any posts been damaged or their anchoring weakened? o
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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

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

b. Arc any of the four (4) use restriction signs damaged or ' 5
missing?

c. Are all use restriction signs Legible? v

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

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

f. Are all URMA signs legiblc? v

2 How many URMA signs need to be replaced? o

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? E#

¢. Is the cover still mounded such that it prevents ponding on
the cover surface? v

Photograph Instructions:
® Photographs should be taken to document maintenance/repair needs at the site. These will be used to plan maintenance/repair
activities and arc 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
If yes, how many photos were taken? S;
If yes, has a photographic log been prepared? I/
E. FIELD CONCLUSIONS YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
I. Are more frequent inspections required? 1
2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satis factory? v
3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary? L~ 1f“yes”, describe in ficld conclusions/recommendations

4. Ficld conclusions/recommendations: 7€ U5 sesfrre iy om signage, radie /g, ca/ /gos/ irp s,
and ;z//oh/ anelobpd pas:/s Gre sn ekc'eé’r«% cane/ 7?/04& Lore ettt %oar-
bqws Gun  Sites: C’A‘f SA - ‘/ S$4-5-9 ! and SA~/2-75. Tdere was seo
ew'a/e’nce o F .S“e#/qq or 5'::»7(’4.:,3 .a/e,ares_r(aq,_r a4 14: .:fw/ Cover,
Af/soj. Shere whs uo evidence Gl _hwngan o amtimad S rasson.

7_‘481*{ e e e /'Sfc(ec e+ Ccatcern S 47/— a.n/y arf _74/‘_, 5[;40- 5:'/?-5.
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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, field notes, photographs, and photograph logs.

Chief Inspector’s Siguaturc.'/S/: Glenn R|Chard Sorh Date: 5-/6/0 g

Printed Name: g/é”n P'CLQF‘L/SOR U 7:_5 & M‘U’?ﬂ Fer
=

Required Attachments:
* Field Notes (if any) )
* Photos (or note File Location: S:\NTS\ER Share\ Phetes\ TTR PcM L}%pgaépn.s \ 2009\ ¢5-0¢ 2o

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

G. VERIFICATION

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

simure: [S/1 Reed Poderis e § -/ (—0 7

Printed Nmnc.’ ﬁomas A. Thiele (or designee)

Distribution: Original — Task Manager
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

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

Inspection Date and Time: f/é /ﬂ g [0 4S5 AM Reason for Inspection; As‘m we !
7 7 =

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection; 5 / 2/ / 9 Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection: A Hrita {
7 7

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

Chief Inspector: é/e»tn ECL .:usz'a*? Title: ﬂs ,é' M‘* naq er
i

Assistant Inspector: Mke P'/a VJ Title: /5‘“-/‘:/ CS'“PC’_ vigai

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? v

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

4. Were maintenance or repairs performed since last inspection? l/

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 miscellancous 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.

Ifa 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): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have boundary monuments been disturbed? /
b. Are boundary monuments in good condition? /
¢. Are any of the use restriction waming signs damaged or I
missing? I/
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Inspection Requirement: Annual

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

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

1. Site markers (A8 Anomalies Area): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
d. Are all signs legible? L/
¢. How many signs nced to be replaced? p,

2. Use-restricted area (A8 Anomalies Area): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required il shaded box is checked)

\

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

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

\

3. Site markers (A17 Anomalies Arca): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Have boundary monuments been disturbed? [P
b. Are boundary monuments in good condition? 1
¢, Are any of the use restriction warning signs damaged or
missing? >l
d. Are all signs legible? g
¢. How many signs need to be replaced? Z
4. Use-restricted arca (A17 Anomalies): YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
a. Is there evidence of human intrusion onto the site? V/
b. Is there evidence of large animal intrusion into the cover? l//

Photograph Instructions:

* A standard set of photographs is needed for the post-closure report. Take two photes — one from each site — at 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 area land use) should be photographed.

® Other photographs are optional.

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

5. Photograph Documentation: YES | NO | EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked)
. Have photographs been taken of the sites? l//

If yes, how many photos were taken? 2

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? l// i
2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory? /
3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary? / If *yes”, describe in ficld 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. Field conclusions/recommendations: The USE Fes fztffc-rédﬂ 5; 9M4a .9 & /l.s /g‘q; Z/( & -/ sh 7Z

_6# "/'Ae aé-oVEQfoa.nc/ mohumeh#f-&# éafj ‘/‘/.-( A-8 And’ A - /7 anoma/u
5;'/(5. FThere was np epidemce ol  awniwal o oriSidde .  THE éovr?mmﬂ

monumtvL.?LS “Sre no'IL a/Amq,s,cJ ;:.uJ F‘ema:‘n .i/ur'c/\/.. 773:—( @ e

Ne I‘S_Skts #—'/‘%esc- 51-7[:.5 Wifra,n#;lj A A//ow-ufp CorrectrVE

vtcrzf'o'*r.

F. CERTIFICATION

| 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 Signﬂlurc/S/: Glenn R|Chardson Date: ‘5-/‘ /‘9 g

Printed Name: g/!ﬂ” zcéa.ra/.s'dﬂ Bz ﬂ}é /{’fﬂ Hid G €
=

Required Attachments:
* Field Notes (if any)
* Photos (or note File Location: S:\NTS\ER Share\ Photes\ 772 pem Zngpechrions\ 2009\ 05-06-2009

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

G. VERIFICATION

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

Signature: /S/ Reed POde”S Date: é ~( ?ﬂ-—dﬁ

Printed Namé: Thomas A. Thicle (or designee)

Distribution: Original — Task Manager

Page 3



Post-Closure Inspection Report - TTR
Revision: 0
Date: May 2010

ATTACHMENT D
FIELD NOTES



Post-Closure Inspection Report - TTR
Revision: 0
Date: May 2010

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



194 TITLE PROJECT NO.

Work continued from Page BOOK NO.

vy 3 2009
TTR _PofSTOLOIGRE 7uslEeTons
Cou 400, 04, o7, 4287558 417 952, ysy 987
Fersopnél 2 & fenn ,z’.cgm,ff-;‘ﬂg"’_{;t fx,
° Mibe FLowd - £ S
Kewin CRBBLE - wNSA
. 76d ZArerates . - MPEP
Seo € - Peebiesn, TIR PosrClelere Liefrelfleorg
EQuP ~ ChAmera |
10 eptle « (ool (70°%) Clenc, ﬁhu}i (o Enps )
1318 - pRRuue ot CARU %60 Bom@ler Pil, Same Axmmal Be2totsny
PResenF, Colleet Rear Plsro e, 7 From oot loolesng worth,

/ ar - GHaTE (m‘k--}f South. e Zegeoe 6R Comlensme Fhod 1, M

ReQuipe A [oltew-vp petios, AS A B, p. P Recesmech
L Bpele Ccﬂx«a?. Astimal Boprocst,
4398 - Lema (pe Y00 PBowmpret fir
[Pes- ARRwe prv Cate Yo & Punes Zﬁﬁcﬂfﬂr Crtl e of Site

?-’c::uc:q/?‘ ﬁaww; - @u-n;i;_ Recgomenes Mﬂxa.ﬁ_ﬁf A B.orm p,
M RE ploy ABrsls .@ﬁ_ ERosrens Comdpper in Ffhie Apes.  Condimee
20 Popeiveaing Coffect bep Raviacd fhotes, [ From pege Gupe Cosknyg
f:;-'/ é‘ﬂ'ﬂ} [ From (asr eniel apven Pamnged fomee pren_
(Y96 - Lewve Catt 400 8 Powye Lalhi _ |
/Y86 pppe pr é’[}(; GO Gplfee (opsten .44..,;‘; ,z.-a';w»r S Reau .ces
Phope Colfected [rom st Mﬂ? Eher,  clsE ¢€C’rr£ic.rm4. Hear
25 Leen Mrg;zq/ Wt e Side (Qim.f/rﬂcﬁ...-c.) A fLarien Lo SPEC s
OR _prrirtaicte Robicipef)
/00— Kence Crl 3y Lollop Comgred éf‘,ﬁ‘_gﬁﬂf &
(505 - ALRe pr COfa 407 Roftep Gasier faf. Suwée Site.

SCIENTIFIC BINDERY PRODUCTIONS CHICAGO 60505 Made in Usa

Work continued to Page 42~

‘s.mm_ae /s/: Michael Fond lowe ./ 2/ o




TITLE PROJECT NO.

NO.
Work continued frorq_F'Eg_g__ ?7 - BOOK

195

7 TE Post Clofe@e Ews//ECriomt Comem Hiky ¢ FceP

/805 cont-  (ostreoe ﬂm,g—:.p?__ & Puarss Cotteted [ Fpam (e
- S B - ) Eriree - Cae .

Sowtn toccr CREBucren) |

5 /540 - Lewwe CA Y07 PRolzr Codste Rad Sall Locarionr.

(550 - AR&we pt cAuw YL Qactus SC&ings (bcater , Collect /

- Redu,#e0 [Hote Fouwn ERIT Corme (soking tupzer, o )
 Couttince popotiony o S -
(5885- Lace Com Y28 CActer SFRnge Cocadcen , Heml teo ——
0 s(fee. S

sCro - CrK ra PpeGresy ol pMSFETTa~s
A o Chow hat, jhm fo  Tinofri _

. WOLE op  Zusg[HCTran
3 = L7 S

25

SCIENTIFIC BINDERY PRODUCTIONS CHICAGO 60605 Made In USA

iy Work continued to Page

sonaruee /s Michael Floyd P74

| DISCLOSED TO AND UNDERSTOOD BY ( | DATE | WITNESS

| DATE



196 TITLE PROJECT NO.
Work continued from Page__ BOOK NO.
ey C go09
TTR [T CloSttT Tp £P4Crron -
ST
Clonn Bihpatton — 72 4.
5 My (7094 el

Sl nnnai f:u,u(' -

QPC‘.‘" 4&"7‘:&0{; ,7—)"2;' /aﬁfrﬂﬂrf’/gf ﬂ:’f/@"&?"’qf\-r e f-‘//&,y{vmr
ally o Grwene! ol fukec pffts ~Lover D™ SO
LRUIR- (ppace

O_Wf/gf%ﬂ -~ ﬂ%@ Z/ 7//"/ ¢ on F5 P57
0700 - [lefor? fo ﬁc_‘:ufzag o St -ep  ppon/i ﬁe A Dree

%7#{ e -t r7TE & FK% Jalle pReui SZ:.s,oc {'ﬁ-rﬂf"f
ﬂt”/" 7 (O VLLS s T LRI - (’Z-g,x{ Cr«r‘r Ver., A, Phe ol Cofocsed

-Wiif'/ﬁ 5-5-0F. (ot fou ~cr 76 ﬁfmma |

M—%/ﬁ de.

PRIGE 7o m*ar—%
V0B =~ [flonel 7T CAU Y87  Jhisctel bhl, £oi-or- mesd fon
R,

SOFE — AR eie L7~ COLle Vg7 77}402»9&.{&)&4 A-8 A‘/Ey/ﬁmdv
/[ peaveed H0rS Zioking qroeri.,

Retive AT CHRy YE7 Plipnneredll A7 ,vymza, O e
[ Reayiped [ ot Cooﬁz}. Seuvth Wert  Anwpes . 6a~ﬁ-{

LRt Y87, B-8/2-17 (4, 2 (tfning Sgar Begirniny
Vi /_éc..

HOS~  Lenme Caw Y87 APer, st 2o Luprd (che)

/2R~ ARRwe g7 Culr éff,’-;/ CR=1 (Cottect [ Eaactey oro

- Gbk/"? ERLE _ Show doors .:%vaﬂ Ao STees ok
C’éMde—Ms:

CIENTIFIC BINDERY PRODUCTIONS CHICAGO B0605 Made In USA

Co e

/08¢ -

Work continued to PageﬁL
loae , ,

senaruee [/ Michael Floyd



PROJECT NO. 197

TITLE o
Work continued from Page /9 . pooxmo-
Ay G Aocd S S B

DRvens pa Crac &L

/2;_‘5:’_0.’__4._-:&;__ 6’5% "‘C“i?_,__C &f_ﬁ_,_t_,_u_& le

JA-y | Attce smel Cape [n BERE. . R
5 256 - prRe A7 CRU 489, SAR-Y, Cotecl | peacegd Phote

/'“*é"'j ST by Fhere tvere N6 [Tutrs O Cemcepas A7

Fhie Cocattors, R
y &m Cate 484 ~-SAY Locotowem - -
1288 - prere fAr ChRe $8% SAR-5-F, Cottect [ Redwieed Fhoro
éav@nf South (Jest 7"4&&4;&_{"0 sisuge oR  ConcrRdC HS

10 -
 Ther locwtron - o - -
S 2085 RRRuye AT ORL $8F SA-(2- /s’- Callee? ) Re @yiped [Uere

Lockong Aoprh gy, rheac luzse po TLEE Ok Coneepnr a+

g Leewtion, o

15 /20—  (eace ‘?’i‘iﬁ’.&’_t_&ﬂ_aﬁ}_  Wencf Prcé to CRY 987 Ro/lec Camsrea

W_—(‘F .Q_ Site, _ _
Eollew. Cenrtea. Refl Sace Site pn0

/22~ ARRice A+ CARU T
| Pe-Cotpet Pletoc.

;225 - (ewe CAc %07, o B
20 /250- Arrive AT CAU Y53 Uxo lanktld, z%z&.au_ {}rf«. CoalA Qo

rad Ducoverss” Z.n-ﬂ;( Arsmns LBejzroess Snh p LRRPe

Dg_f;ecs'rn.,.. AR (ﬁz’ﬂﬁ-_.y___\?a;x £ 2 /B ,D,) Sepne ¥ Fowee +
Grtr eas Cacked

Che G.' afe LSergl (Fawane? fo e s ?aoc/ C?ozi/aﬂ-ma—!
JYRE - _/é’#t—-f. Cre 4"5'5 ;Vél-ﬁ/ #o (au 42 o - —
Phetss G tl poe oroeg Zﬂ:eﬁ_"_é b etts: w=3-1 ; 432,
_a=7-3 A-3-¢ a*7-F A=2-C, A-2-8, [deec lucke Afe

/550es 0@ Comcopms A+ thece (ocwtters. o
SCIENTIFIC BINDERY PRODUCTIONS CHICAGO 60605 Made in USA x WQrk cnntmued tg Page / ? =
LA /s/ Michael Floyd e -09
D TO AND UND - _.H'?-DATE | WITNESS ) | DATE B

DISCLOSED TO AND UNDERSTODD BY



T L S e e R e |
198 TITLE PROJECT NO.

Work continued from Pageﬁ'f_ R _FOSK fo S
sy oy R o
JT % Per? Cloroee THRASFECTVA S Cpurt, R
AL Eopt - AX Leswrred ' TT R Lt C’Cgs'c,zze_ Zw/ T s faave ) )
e feer Conplfese, B S

_ ® NTES Crl 423 ¢ CR 52T 4

lavger Re@eipe Ip cpecrronc
— . OFR /mivthnce DuE Lo L)cE Eesrtic tron _,8_-34_‘_-—;_.
B Eehor/cge

SGIEN.'ITFIC BINDERY PRODUCTIONS CHICAGD GDE05 Made in usa

Work continued to Page
senare /S/: Michael Floyd -

DATE




Post-Closure Inspection Report - TTR
Revision: 0
Date: May 2010

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



Post-Closure Inspection Report - TTR
Revision: 0
Date: May 2010

ATTACHMENT E
PHOTOGRAPHS

E-1



Post-Closure Inspection Report - TTR
Revision: 0
Date: May 2010

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



Post-Closure Inspection Report - TTR
Revision: 0
Date: May 2010

PHOTOGRAPH LOG

PHOTOGRAPH DATE DESCRIPTION
1 05/05/2009 | CAU 400 Bomblet Pit, looking south
2 05/05/2009 | CAU 400 Bomblet Pit, looking northwest
3 05/05/2009 | CAU 400 Five Points Landfill, looking east
4 05/05/2009 | CAU 400 Five Points Landfill, looking west
5 05/06/2009 | CAU 407, looking east
6 05/06/2009 | CAU 407, looking west
7 05/06/2009 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-1, looking southeast
8 05/06/2009 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-2, looking north
9 05/06/2009 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-3, looking northwest
10 05/06/2009 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-4, looking north
11 05/06/2009 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-5, looking southeast
12 05/06/2009 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-6, looking south
13 05/06/2009 | CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-8, looking west
14 05/05/2009 | CAU 426, looking west
15 05/06/2009 | CAU 453, looking northwest
16 05/06/2009 | CAU 484, CA1 anomaly, looking east
17 05/06/2009 | CAU 484, SA4 anomaly, looking southwest
18 05/06/2009 | CAU 484, SA5-9 anomaly, looking west
19 05/06/2009 | CAU 484, SA12-15 anomaly, looking north
20 05/06/2009 | CAU 487, A-8 anomaly, looking north
21 05/06/2009 | CAU 487, A-17 anomaly, looking west
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Photograph 1: CAU 400 Bomblet Pit, looking south, 05/05/2009

Photograph 2: CAU 400 Bomblet Pit, looking northwest, 05/05/2009
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Photograph 3: CAU 400 Five Points Landfill, looking east, 05/05/2009

Photograph 4: CAU 400 Five Points Landfill, looking west, 05/05/2009
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Photograph 5: CAU 407, looking east, 05/06/2009

Photograph 6: CAU 407, looking west, 05/06/2009
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Photograph 7: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-1, looking southeast, 05/06/2009

Photograph 8: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-2, looking north, 05/06/2009
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Photograph 9: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-3, looking northwest, 05/06/2009

Photograph 10: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-4, looking north, 05/06/2009
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Photograph 11: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-5, looking southeast, 05/06/2009

Photograph 12: CAU 424, Landfill Cell A3-6, looking south, 05/06/2009
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Photograph 15: CAU 453, looking northwest, 05/06/2009

- -
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Photograph 16: CAU 484, CA1 anomaly, looking east, 05/06/2009
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Photograph 19: CAU 484, SA12-15 anomaly, looking north, 05/06/2009

Photograph 20: CAU 487, A-8 anomaly, looking north, 05/06/2009
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Photograph 21: CAU 487, A-17 anomaly, looking west, 05/06/2009
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POST-CLOSURE VEGETATION M ONITORING REPORT
FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION UNITS:

400, FIVE POINTSLANDFILL (TTR)
400, BOMBLET PIT (TTR)
404, ROLLER COASTER LAGOONSAND TRENCH (TTR)
407, ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA (TTR)

426, CACTUS SPRING WASTE TRENCHES(TTR)

Field Work Completed
June 8-9, 2009

Report Prepared

by
Dave Anderson
Ecological Services

September 2009
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report documents methods and results of monitoring conducted in June 2009 at Corrective
Action Units (CAUs) 400, 404, 407, and 426 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, CAUs 400, 404, and 426 were seeded with a mix of native shrubs and grasses. Each
site was mulched with straw that was crimped into the soil. The sites were protected from
grazing animals (e.g., horses and rabbits) with 4-foot barbed wire fences and 2 feet of chicken
wire along the base of the fences. In 2000, CAU 407 was revegetated using similar techniques.

Remedial revegetation has occurred at two 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.

Each site is monitored to document the success of reclamation and identify problems. The first
year of monitoring determined if germination had occurred and included density estimates and
photographic documentation. Subsequent monitoring evaluated plant establishment and long-

term vegetation survival and compared plant cover and density with adjacent reference areas.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

The objective of monitoring is to document the success of revegetation and to identify issues to
maintain integrity of the sites. The objective of revegetating a site 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 establishment of noxious, weedy species and provides cover and food for wildlife.

3.0 METHODS

The sites were inspected on June 8-9, 2009. Plant cover and density estimates were made,
wildlife usage was noted, and erosion conditions were evaluated. Plant cover was estimated
using an optical point projection device. Sample points were taken at given intervals along a
permanent linear transect. Cover was recorded by species. Plant density was estimated using
1-square meter (m?) quadrats at given 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 to determine the average number of different species
present. This provides indication of the diversity or heterogeneity of the plant community.

Revegetation is considered successful when a pre-determined percentage of plant cover and
density is achieved. These are typically a percentage of plant cover and density on an adjacent
area that represents an undisturbed plant community. A typical percentage used to determine
reclamation success is 70 percent. The time needed for reestablishment of a native plant
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community on a disturbed location 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.

Wildlife usage was determined from the presence of animal burrows or scat, browsing by
animals, and the observation of animals. Erosion was measured using the modified Bureau of
Land Management erosion condition classification. Pedestalling of soils, movement of surface
litter, and rilling or gullying on the surface provided an objective characterization of erosion.

4.0 RESULTS
This section provides results of the 2009 survey.

41 CAU 400, FIVE POINTSLANDFILL

In 2009, 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.

411 Vegetation Monitoring Results
4.1.1.1 Plant Cover

Plant cover on the staging area was over 11 percent (Table 1). Fourwing saltbush contributed to
over 70 percent of total cover. Grasses (Indian ricegrass and James’ galleta) contributed to less
than 6 percent of total cover. Remaining plant cover included tansyaster and eggleaf fiddleleaf,
forbs common to the native community. Composition of the cover on the reference area was
similar with a few exceptions. In addition to fourwing saltbush, Greene’s rabbitbrush
contributed. Indian ricegrass made up more than half of total cover, and forb cover was about
the same as on the staging area. The two forbs that contributed to cover on the reference area
were Esteve’s pincushion and prickly Russian thistle, an invasive weedy species. Plant cover on
the reseeded area improved. Shrub cover was similar to the reference area, but only perennial
species contributed. A single forb, prickly Russian thistle, made up 25 percent of total cover.

TABLE 1. PLANT COVER (%) oN CAU 400, FIVE POINTS L ANDFILL, 2009

Staging Reseeded | Reference | Standard
Shrubs 1.75
Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 8.13 2.50 1.67
Greene’s rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus greenei) 0.00 0.00 0.83
Grasses 4.08
Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.63 0.00 5.83
Forbs/Annuals 1.75
Eggleaf fiddleleav (Nama pusillum) 1.25 0.00 0.00
Esteve’s pincushion (Chaenactis steviodes) 0.00 0.00 1.67
Western blazingstar (Mentzelia albomarginatus) 1.25 0.00 0.00
Prickly Russian thistle (Salsola iberica) 0.00 0.83 0.83
Total Plant Cover 11.26 3.33 10.83 7.58
Bare Ground 58.75 85.00 75.00
Litter 30.00 11.67 14.17
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4.1.1.2 Plant Density

Total plant density on the staging areas was about two-thirds of the reference area (Table 2).
Shrub density was about the same on the staging and reference areas. Two shrubs, fourwing
saltbush and bud sagebrush, made up the shrub density on the staging area. Two species of
grasses contributed to grass density, Indian ricegrass and James’ galleta, but grass density on the
staging area was only about 28 percent of the grass density on the reference area. Indian
ricegrass was the only grass on the reference area. On the reseeded area, total density was less
than 1 plant per m® Al three life forms (shrubs, grasses, and forbs) were present in low
densities.

There was a variety of forbs on the staging and reference areas. Difference in density was
attributable to the abundance of Esteve’s pincushion on the reference area. Esteve’s pincushion
was the most abundant forb on both areas, but there were almost four times as many individuals
of this species on the reference area than the staging area. Forb density on the reseeded area was
less than 1 percent. There were five species on the reseeded area and 12 and 14 species on the
staging and reference areas, respectively.

TABLE 2. PLANT DENSITY (PLANTSPER M%) ON CAU 400, FIVE POINTS L ANDFILL, 2009

Staging Reseeded | Reference | Standard

Shrubs

Bud sagebrush (Picrothamnus desertorum) 0.03 0.00 0.00

Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 0.83 0.03 0.17

Greene’s rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus greenei) 0.00 0.00 0.57

Winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata) 0.00 0.00 0.07
Total Shrubs 0.86 0.03 0.81 0.56
Grasses

Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.28 0.13 1.17

James’ Galleta (Pleuraphus jamesii) 0.05 0.00 0.00

Squirreltail (Elymus elymoides) 0.00 0.34 0.00
Total Grasses 0.33 0.47 117 0.82
Forbs

Cryptantha (Cryptantha species) 0.00 0.00 0.47

Cushion cryptantha (Cryptantha circumscissa) 4.23 0.00 1.80

Desert wollystar (Eriastrum eremicum) 0.48 0.00 0.87

Eggleaf fiddleleaf (Nama pusillum) 2.73 0.00 2.67

Esteve’s pincushion (Chaenactis steviodes) 5.63 0.01 21.73

Flatcrown buckwheat (Eriogonum deflexum) 4.08 0.00 0.1

Hoary tansyaster (Macheranthera canescens) 0.60 0.00 0.33

Lupine (Lupinus species) 0.00 0.00 0.37

Nye gilia (Aliciella nyensis) 0.60 0.00 0.53

Prickly Russian thistle (Salsola iberica) 0.88 0.22 0.67

Ragweed (Ambrosia species) 0.23 0.03 0.07

Saltlover (Halogeton glomeratus) 0.00 0.01 0.00

Small wirelettuce (Stephanomeria exigua) 0.25 0.00 0.30

Sowthistle desertdandelion (Malacothrix sonchoides) 0.00 0.00 0.03

Western tansymustard (Descurania pinnata) 0.03 0.00 0.00

Whitestem blazingstar (Mentzelia albicaulis) 2.00 0.02 2.13
Total Forbs 21.74 0.29 32.07 2245
Total Plant Density 22.93 0.79 34.05 23.83
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4.1.1.3 Species Richness

There were about six different species found within each square meter area on the staging area
(Table 3). This included shrubs, grasses, and forbs. There were two native shrub species
encountered on the staging area, fourwing saltbush and bud sagebrush, along with two native
grasses, Indian ricegrass and James’ galleta. Bud sagebrush occurred on the staging area but not
on the reference area, and two native shrubs, Greene’s rabbitbrush and winterfat, occurred on the
reference area but not on the staging area. Only one species of grass occurred on the reference
area, Indian ricegrass. It also occurred on the staging area along with James’ galleta. There were
a total of 12 forbs found on the staging area. One species, western tansymustard, was only found
on the staging area, whereas there were three forbs that were exclusive to the reference area.

Species richness on the reseeded area was low. On average, there was only one species per m?
on the reseeded area compared to six on the staging area. The only shrub encountered was
fourwing saltbush. Indian ricegrass was found on the site but was not as abundant as squirreltail,
a grass that was very common in this area before it was flooded.

TABLE 3. SPECIES RICHNESS (SPECIES PER M?) ON CAU 400, FIVE POINTS L ANDFILL, 2009

Staging Reseeded Reference Standard
Shrubs 0.5 0.1 0.6 0.4
Grasses 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.5
Forbs/Annuals 5.1 0.7 34 2.4
Total Species 5.9 11 4.7 33

4.1.2 Revegetation Success

The area that did not experience flooding has 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 standard, and plant density was about
96 percent of the standard. Overall plant cover was 11.3 percent, which was almost one and a
half times the standard of 7.6 percent. When considering success by life form, shrubs and forbs
exceed the standard. Shrub cover was more than four times the standard, and forb cover was
about 50 percent higher than the standard. Grass cover was about 17 percent of the standard.
Shrub cover maintained at a relatively high level over the past 5 years, but grass cover declined
the last 2 years. Growing conditions have not been optimal for the last several years, and grasses
were most affected by the dry conditions. Forb growth corresponds to the timing and intensity of
precipitation, and the fluctuations in forb cover over the last 5 years indicated such a response.

Of the three parameters used to evaluate revegetation success, plant density is the only one that
did not exceed the standard. Shrub density exceeded the standard, but grass density was only

40 percent of the success standard, and forb density was slightly below the success standard.
Shrub density has been relatively consistent over the last 5 years, whereas grass density declined.

413 WildlifeUse

Small mammal burrows were observed on the southeastern section of the site. Shrubs did not
show signs of excessive browsing. There were no signs of large animals (horses and antelope).
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414  Soil Erosion

There were no signs of heavy water movement through the channel that traverses the site. The
silt in the lower areas has not shown significant change. Soil outside the lower areas appears to
be stable and shows no signs of erosion.

415 Summary/Recommendations

The plant community is viable and persistent. Total cover exceeded the adjacent native
community, and plant density, although less than in the native community, was within a few
percent of meeting success standards. Species richness exceeded success standards, indicating
the plant community has established on the site and is diverse and viable.

A concern for the non-flooded areas is the composition of plant cover and density. Over the last
few years, the amount of precipitation received throughout the region has been low. Grasses
have suffered from the dry conditions. There have been gradual declines in both grass cover and
density over the last few years.

Another concern is the establishment of a plant community where water accumulates from floods
or moderate precipitation events. When water does not infiltrate quickly, plant roots may be
submerged for extended periods of time, resulting in plant mortality. Correcting the drainage
issue would be labor intensive and costly. It is recommended that the flood areas continue to be
monitored to document changes in the plant community and to identify and document conditions
that may prohibit plant establishment and growth.

4.2 CAU 400, BOMBLET PIT

Two transects were sampled, one in the revegetated area and one in the reference area directly
east of the site.

4.2.1 Vegetation Monitoring Results

4.2.1.1 Plant Cover

The 7.5-percent total plant cover this year was made up entirely of shrub cover (Table 4). On the
staging area, shadscale saltbush accounted for all of the plant cover. On the reference area, there
were three shrubs, shadscale saltbush, bud sagebrush, and winterfat, but like the staging area, no

grasses or forbs contributed to plant cover.

TABLE 4. PLANT COVER (%) oN CAU 400, BoMBLET PiT, 2009

Staging Reference Standard

Shrubs 8.8

Shadscale saltbush (Atriplex confertifolia) 7.50 5.00

Bud sagebrush (Picrothamnus desertorum) 0.00 6.25

Winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata) 0.00 1.25
Grasses 0.00 0.00 0.00
Forbs/Annuals 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Plant Cover 75 125 8.8
Bare Ground 82.5 66.25
Litter 10.0 21.25
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4.2.1.2 Plant Density

Shrub density on the staging area was excellent (Table 5). The two most common species on the
staging area, bud sagebrush and shadscale saltbush, were also on the reference area. There were
several species of shrubs on both the staging area and the reference area, but there were no
grasses on the staging area, and only Indian ricegrass was found on the reference area.

The absence of grasses was not unexpected. Grasses are not a major component of the native
plant community (reference area), and although the density of grasses was higher shortly after
the site was revegetated in 1997, grasses have not persisted.

Forb density was not high at the site. The only forb present on the staging area was common
pepperweed, and the most common forb on the reference area was hoary tansyaster. Common
pepperweed also occurred on the reference area, but at lower densities than the staging area.

TABLE 5. PLANT DENSITY (PLANTSPER M%) oN CAU 400, BOMBLET PiT, 2009

Staging Reference Standard

Shrubs

Bud sagebrush (Picrothamnus desertorum) 1.60 3.00

Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 0.05 0.00

Shadscale saltbush (Atriplex confertifolia) 3.30 0.65

Winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata) 0.00 0.15
Total Shrubs 4.95 3.80 2.66
Grasses

Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.00 0.30
Total Grasses 0.00 0.30 0.21
Forbs

Common pepperweed (Lepedium densiflorum) 0.40 0.15

Hoary tansyaster (Macheranthera canescens) 0.00 0.45
Total Forbs 0.40 0.60 0.42
Total Plant Density 5.35 4,70 3.29

4.2.1.3 Species Richness

Species richness was relatively low, including on the reference area (Table 6). On average there
were only two species encountered within a square meter on the staging and reference areas.
Shadscale saltbush and bud sagebrush were common to both the staging and reference areas.
Fourwing saltbush was not found on the reference area but was occasionally found on the staging
area. Grasses occurred previously on the staging area, but none were found this year. Indian
ricegrass was the only grass found on the reference area.

TABLE 6. SPECIES RICHNESS (SPECIES PER M%) ON CAU 400, BOMBLET PIT, 2009

Staging Reference Standard
Shrubs 16 1.7 1.2
Grasses 0.0 0.2 0.1
Forbs/Annuals 0.4 0.4 0.3
Total Species 2.0 23 16
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4.2.2 Revegetation Success

The site had low plant cover, low plant density, and poor species richness. However, this is
typical of the native plant community in the area. Plant cover was about 85 percent of the
success standard of 8.8 percent. Plant cover over the last three years has declined from a high of
over 20 percent in 2007. Grasses have not made a significant contribution to plant cover, and
forb cover was sporadic and opportunistic.

Plant density on the staging area exceeded the success standard by more than 2.0 plants per m?.
Shrubs have persisted through less than optimal growing conditions the last few years.
Shadscale saltbush and bud sagebrush were the most commonly found species.

Species richness was similar to plant density. There were only 2.0 species per m?, but the
standard of 1.6 species per m? was exceeded. The native plant community did not have a rich
forb or grass component. The absence of grasses did not indicate failure of revegetation efforts;
rather the abundance of shrubs suggested that a stable plant community similar to the adjacent
undisturbed plant community has established at the site.

423 WildlifeUse

The site is relatively flat and few small mammal burrows were present. The majority of small
mammal activity was along the fence where soil accumulated and provided a burrowing medium.
There was no evidence of excessive browsing.

424  Soil Erosion
There was no evidence of erosion at this site.

425  Summary/Recommendations

The goals of revegetation have been accomplished. Native plant species were established and
contributed significantly to overall plant cover and density. Although plant cover was short of
success standards, density and species richness exceeded success standards. Less than optimal
growing conditions have been experienced for several years. Plant cover, density, and species
richness has been higher in previous years when growing conditions were better. Many species
have persisted the last few years during poor growing conditions, and when those conditions
improve, species that have contributed to plant cover and density in the past may return.

The site is characterized by a stable plant community similar to the adjacent native plant
community. Per discussions during a site visit in May 2009 with representatives from the State
of Nevada, the U.S. Department of Energy, and National Security Technologies, it was
determined that the fence could be removed, monitoring would no longer be required, and this
would be the final reporting year for this site.

4.3 CAU 404, RoLLER COASTER LAGOONSAND TRENCH

Three transects on the staging area, three on the cover, and three on the reference area were
sampled. The reference area is northwest of the site.
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4.3.1 Vegetation Monitoring Results
4.3.1.1 Plant Cover

Three shrubs accounted for over 96 percent of total cover on the staging area (Table 7).

Shadscale saltbush had the highest cover, followed by bud sagebrush and fourwing saltbush.
Only one grass, Indian ricegrass, contributed to plant cover on the staging area. There were no
forbs present. Plant cover on the cover was not as high as the staging area but higher than the
reference area and was an equal mix of shrubs and grasses. Shadscale saltbush was the only
shrub, and James’ galleta was the only grass. Bud sagebrush and shadscale saltbush made up
about 80 percent of total plant cover on the reference area, and two grasses, James’ galleta and
low woollygrass, made up about 13 percent of total cover.

TABLE 7. PLANT COVER (%) oN CAU 404, 2009

Staging Cover Reference | Standard
Shrubs 4.67
Bud sagebrush (Picrothamnus desertorum) 1.67 0.00 3.89
Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 0.56 0.00 0.00
Shadscale saltbush (Atriplex confertifolia) 12.78 5.83 2.78
Grasses 0.78
Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.56 0.00 0.00
James’ galleta (Pleuraphus jamesii) 0.00 5.83 0.56
Low woollygrass (Dasyochloa pullchella) 0.00 0.00 0.56
Forbs/Annuals 0.39
Desert globemallow (Sphaeral cea grosularifolia) 0.00 0.00 0.56
Total Plant Cover 15.57 11.66 8.35 5.84
Bare Ground 67.78 80.00 73.33
Litter 16.67 8.33 18.33

4.3.1.2 Plant Density

Density on the staging area was about 5 plants per m? (Table 8). Two shrubs, bud sagebrush and
shadscale saltbush; one grass, James’ galleta; and one forb, desert globemallow, were found on
the staging area. Shrubs accounted for about 98 percent, grasses accounted for 2 percent, and
forbs accounted for less than 1 percent of total density.

Plant density on the cover had a better balance of shrubs and grasses. Total density was

6.6 plants per m?. Shrub density was 3.6 plants per m?, and grass density was 3.0 plants per m.
Shrubs made up about 54 percent, grasses made up 45 percent, and forbs made up less than

1 percent of total density. Three shrubs made up the shrub density, bud sagebrush, fourwing
saltbush, and shadscale saltbush. The main grass was James’ galleta with a few squirreltail
plants. The only forb encountered was hoary tansyaster.

Plant density on the reference area was 10.5 plants per m?, which was almost double the density
on the staging area and cover. About 55 percent of the density, however, was from forbs.
Shrubs made up 34 percent, and grasses made up 11 percent. Common shrubs on the reference
area were bud sagebrush, shadscale saltbush, winterfat, and yellow rabbitbrush. There were
three grasses present, Indian ricegrass, James’ galleta, and low woollygrass. The three forbs

encountered on the reference area were buckwheat, desert globemallow, and Esteve’s
pincushion. Esteve’s pincushion accounted for 97 percent of forb density.
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TABLE 8. PLANT DENSITY (PLANTSPER M%) ON CAU 404, 2009

Staging Cover Reference Standard

Shrubs

Bud sagebrush (Picrothamnus desertorum) 0.90 0.60 2.50

Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 0.00 0.30 0.00

Shadscale saltbush (Atriplex confertifolia) 4.10 2.70 0.80

Winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata) 0.00 0.00 0.20

Y_eII_O\_/v rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus 0.00 0.00 0.04

viscidiflorus)
Total Shrubs 5.00 3.60 3.54 2.46
Grasses

Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.00 0.00 0.20

James’ Galleta (Pleuraphus jamesii) 0.10 2.90 0.70

Low woollygrass (Dasyochloa pullchella) 0.00 0.00 0.30

Squirreltail (Elymus elymoides) 0.00 0.10 0.00
Total Grasses 0.10 3.00 1.20 0.86
Forbs

Buckwheat (Eriogonum species) 0.00 0.00 0.10

Desert globemallow (Sphaeral cea ambigua) 0.02 0.00 0.10

Esteve’s pincushion (Chaenactis steviodes) 0.00 0.00 5.60

Hoary tansyaster (Macheranthera canescens) 0.00 0.05 0.00
Total Forbs 0.02 0.05 5.80 4.12
Total Plant Density 512 6.65 10.54 7.44

4.3.1.3 Species Richness

Species richness was comparable for the staging area and cover. Species richness for shrubs on

the reference area was higher (Table 9).

TABLE 9. SPECIES RICHNESS (SPECIES PER M%) ON CAU 404, 2009

Staging Cover Reference Standard
Shrubs 1.4 1.3 1.9 1.3
Grasses 0.04 0.8 04 0.3
Forbs/Annuals 0.02 0.1 11 0.8
Total Species 15 2.2 34 24

4.3.2 Revegetation Success

Total plant cover exceeded standards for both the staging area and cover. For the staging area,
shrub cover exceeded the standard, but grass cover was only about 70 percent of the standard.
For the cover, the standards for shrubs and grasses were exceeded.

The same pattern was true for density. Shrub density on the staging area and cover exceeded the
standard. Grass density on the staging area was only 12 percent of the standard. However, on
the cover, grass density was more than three times the standard. Forb density was near zero for
both the staging area and cover, so the standard was not attained.

On the staging area, species richness was about 60 percent of the standard due to the absence of
grasses and forbs. Species richness on the cover was about 90 percent of the standard. Shrubs
and grasses exceeded the standard, but forbs were only 12 percent of the standard.
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433 WildlifeUse

There were no signs of heavy use of plants by small mammals. The fence has protected the site
from large grazing animals such as horses and antelope. The slopes of the cover are the most
heavily used portion of the site, where small mammals have constructed numerous burrows.

434  Soil Erosion

There were no serious erosion issues at the site. During heavy precipitation, water moved down
the site access road and onto the revegetated area, creating a few small erosion channels.

435 Summary/Recommendations

Overall plant cover on the staging area and cover exceeded standards. Density of perennial
species (shrubs and grasses) also exceeded standards. The decline in species richness over the
past few years is a concern. Species richness has also declined on the reference area, but the
native plant community may be more tolerant and able to recover from less favorable growing
conditions. The invasion of weedy species is not a concern at this site. The native plant
community has established on both the staging area and cover. Cover and density may improve
over time, and the revegetated areas will more closely resemble adjacent areas.

Per discussions during a site visit in May 2009 with representatives from the State of Nevada, the
U.S. Department of Energy, and National Security Technologies, it was determined that the
fence could be removed, annual monitoring would no longer be required, and this would be the
final reporting year for this site.

44 CAU 407, ROLLER COASTER RADSAFE AREA
Three transects were sampled in 2009.

441 Vegetation Monitoring Results
44.1.1 Plant Cover

Shrub cover was over 9 percent and included shadscale saltbush and fourwing saltbust. Grass
cover included Indian ricegrass (Table 10). No forbs were encountered.

TABLE 10. PLANT COVER (%) oN CAU 407, 2009

Staging Reference Standard
Shrubs 4.67
Bud sagebrush (Picrothamnus desertorum) 0.00 3.89
Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 0.83 0.00
Shadscale saltbush (Atriplex confertifolia) 8.33 2.78
Grasses 0.78
Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.83 0.00
James’ galleta (Pleuraphus jamesii) 0.00 0.56
Low woollygrass (Dasyochloa pullchella) 0.00 0.56
Forbs/Annuals 0.39
Desert globemallow (Sphaeral cea grosularifolia) 0.00 0.56
Total Plant Cover 9.99 8.35 5.84
Bare Ground 50.83 73.33
Litter 39.17 18.33
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4.4.1.2 Plant Density

Density has declined over the past 5 years but was still over 18 plants per m? (Table 11). The
reference area density was 11 plants per m?. Shadscale saltbush was the most common species.
The only grass was squirreltail. Three annual forbs were found, saltlover (an invasive weed) and
hoary tansyaster and mountain pepperweed (two common native forbs).

TABLE 11. PLANT DENSITY (PLANTSPER M?) ON CAU 407, 2009

Staging Reference Standard

Shrubs

Bud sagebrush (Picrothamnus desertorum) 0.33 2.50

Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 1.67 0.00

Shadscale saltbush (Atriplex confertifolia) 11.60 0.80

Winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata) 0.00 0.20

Yellow rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus) 0.00 0.04
Total Shrubs 13.60 3.54 2.46
Grasses

Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.00 0.20

James’ Galleta (Pleuraphusjamesii) 0.00 0.70

Low woollygrass (Dasyochloa pullchella) 0.00 0.30

Squirreltail (Elymus elymoides) 0.33 0.00
Total Grasses 0.33 1.20 0.86
[Forbs

Buckwheat (Eriogonum species) 0.00 0.10

Desert globemallow (Sphaeral cea ambigua) 0.00 0.10

Esteve’s pincushion (Chaenactis steviodes) 0.00 5.60

Hoary tansyaster (Macheranthera canescens) 0.33 0.00

Mountain pepperweed (Lepedium montanum) 0.33 0.00

Saltlover (Halogeton glomeratus) 4.07 0.00
Total Forbs 4.73 5.80 412
Total Plant Density 18.66 10.54 7.44

4.4.1.3 Species Richness

Species richness was lower than success standards (Table 12). As species become established,
species richness should increase.

TABLE 12. SPECIES RICHNESS (SPECIES PER M?) oN CAU 407, 2009

Staging Reference Standard
Shrubs 1.1 1.9 1.3
Grasses 0.1 0.4 0.3
Forbs/Annuals 0.5 11 0.8
Total Species 1.7 34 2.4

442 Revegetation Success

Plant cover exceeded the standard and was made up of 92 percent shrubs and 8 percent grass.
Shrub and grass cover exceeded standards. Plant density exceeded the standard. Shrubs and
forbs exceeded the standards, but grasses were only about 38 percent of the standard.
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443 WildlifeUse

Burrows were present on the side slopes of the cover. The burrows appeared to be shallow, and
the soil moved to the surface appeared to be fill material used in the construction of the cover.

444  Soil Erosion
The soil on the cover and side slopes appeared stable and compacted.

445  Summary/Recommendations

Plant density was higher than on the reference area even after declines in density over the last

4 years. Plant cover was also good. There was no evidence that water is moving off the cover
and creating erosion gullies on the side slopes. Some burrowing was evident along the edges of
the cover; however, the volume and characteristics of excavated soil suggested the burrows were
shallow. The site should continue to be monitored to document establishment of a viable plant
community and identify remedial revegetation. The occurrence and abundance of saltlover
should also be monitored and corrective actions taken if necessary to control the invasive weed.

45 CAU 426, CACTUS SPRING WASTE TRENCHES

For sampling purposes the site consists of a staging area and a cover that are sampled separately.
A single transect was sampled in each area as well as in a reference area north of the site.

451 Vegetation Monitoring Results
45.1.1 Plant Cover

Plant cover on the staging area represented a mix of native shrubs and grasses. Two shrubs,
fourwing saltbush and Nevada jointfir, and one grass, squirreltail, made up 88 percent of total
plant cover. A single forb, hoary tansyaster, made up the rest of the plant cover (Table 13). In
contrast, shrubs made up all the plant cover on the cover. Grasses and forbs did not contribute to
plant cover. Like on the staging area, fourwing saltbush and Nevada jointfir made up all of the
plant cover. There was a similar situation on the reference area. Three shrubs, no grasses, and
one forb made up the plant cover on the reference area.

TABLE 13. PLANT COVER (%) oN CAU 426, 2009

Staging Cover Reference Standard
Shrubs 7.00
Black sagebrush (Artemisia nova) 0.00 0.00 7.50
Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 3.75 15.00 0.00
Nevada jointfir (Ephedra nevadensis) 2.50 3.33 1.25
Shadscale saltbush (Atriplex confertifolia) 0.00 0.00 1.25
Grasses 0.00
Squirreltail (Elymus elymoides) 2.50 0.00 0.00
Forbs/Annuals 0.88
Esteve’s pincushion (Chaenactis steveiodes) 0.00 0.00 1.25
Hoary tansyaster (Macheranthera canescens) 1.25 0.00 0.00
Total Plant Cover 10.00 18.33 11.25 7.88
Bare Ground 72.50 78.33 78.75
Litter 17.50 333 10.00
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4.5.1.2 Plant Density

The most common shrub on the staging area was Nevada jointfir (Table 14). James’ galleta was
the most common grass. There were nine forbs on the staging area, including redstem stork’s
bill, birdnest buckwheat, and fleshcolor pincushion. Of note was the presence of saltlover, an
invasive weed. Density on the cover was similar with fewer forbs. There were four shrubs, three
grasses, two perennial species, and one invasive weed. Forb density on the cover was lower than
the staging area. The most common species was birdnest buckwheat.

Density on the reference area was lower than the staging area but higher than the cover. Black
sagebrush and bud sagebrush were the most common shrubs. Nevada jointfir, shadscale
saltbush, and yellow rabbitbrush also occurred. Grass density was higher on the reference area
than on the staging area or cover. James’ galleta accounted for 99 percent of the grasses. On
average, there were 2 forbs per m? on the reference area. There were a total of five species, but
the most common were redstem stork’s bill, Esteve’s pincushion, and birdnest buckwheat.

TABLE 14. PLANT DENSITY (PLANTSPER M?) ON CAU 426, 2009

Staging | Cover |Referencel Standard

Shrubs 0.88

Black sagebrush (Artemisia nova) 0.00 0.00 0.85

Bud sagebrush (Picrothamnus desertorum) 0.00 0.00 0.20

Fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) 0.00 0.06 0.00

Nevada jointfir (Ephedra nevadensis) 0.50 1.13 0.05

Rubber rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosus) 0.05 0.19 0.00

Shadscale saltbush (Atriplex confertifolia) 0.01 0.00 0.10

Yellow rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus) 0.00 0.06 0.05
Total Shrubs 0.56 1.44 1.25 0.88
Grasses 2.53

Cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) 0.00 0.06 0.00

Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides) 0.05 0.00 0.05

James’ Galleta (Pleuraphus jamesii) 0.35 0.13 3.55

Squirreltail (Elymus elymoides) 0.05 0.06 0.00
Total Grasses 0.45 0.25 3.60 2.53
[Forbs 1.01

Birdnest buckwheat (Eriogonum nidularium) 2.50 1.06 0.40

Cryptantha (Cryptantha species) 1.75 0.00 0.00

Cushion cryptantha (Cryptantha circumscissa) 1.05 0.13 0.00

Esteve’s pincushion (Chaenactis steviodes) 0.00 0.38 0.60

Evening primrose (Oenothera species) 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fleshcolor pincushion (Chaenactis xantiana) 2.35 0.00 0.00

Hoary tansyaster (Macheranthera canescens) 0.20 0.75 0.05

Lambsquarters (Chenopodium alba) 0.10 0.00 0.00

Redstem stork’s bill (Erodium cicutarium) 8.35 0.00 0.80

Roundleaf oxytheca (Oxytheca perfoliata) 0.00 0.00 0.10

Saltlover (Halogeton glomeratus) 0.90 0.00 0.00

Wishbone-bush (Mirabilislaevis var. villosa) 0.05 0.00 0.00
Total Forbs 17.25 2.32 1.95 1.01
Total Invasive Weeds 0.90 0.06 0.00 0.00
Total Plant Density 19.16 4.07 6.80 4.42
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45.1.3 Species Richness

Species richness on the staging area was higher than the cover and reference area (Table 15).
The average number of shrub species per m* was 0.5, less than the cover or reference area. The
species richness for grasses was about same as the cover and reference area. On average, there
were 0.9 shrubs per m? on the cover, the highest of the three areas. Overall, there was an
excellent mix of shrubs, grasses, and forbs on the staging area and cover.

TABLE 15. SPECIES RICHNESS (SPECIES PER M?) oN CAU 426, 2009

Staging Cover Reference Standard
Shrubs 0.5 0.9 0.8 0.6
Grasses 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3
Forbs/Annuals 4.0 1.2 0.9 0.6
Total Species 4.8 24 21 15

45.2 Revegetation Success

Plant cover on the staging area and the cover exceeded success standards. Shrub cover on the
staging area was less than the standard. There were no grasses on the reference area, so the

3 percent cover on the staging area compensates for the lower shrub cover. There was one shrub
on the staging area, hoary tansyaster, which contributed to plant cover, as did the one forb,
Esteve’s pincushion, on the reference area. There was no grass or forb cover on the cover, but
the 15 percent cover from fourwing saltbush exceeded the standards. Overall, the amount of
cover on both the staging area and the cover exceeded success standards.

Density on the staging area was almost four times the standard. The 16.35 forbs per m?
accounted for almost 90 percent of the total density. Shrub density was 75 percent of the success
standard, and grass density was less than 20 percent of the standard. Shrub density has been
relatively constant over the last 5 years. Grass density has experienced a decline over the last

5 years on the staging area. Squirreltail and Indian ricegrass were common in previous years but
have declined. There were still remnants of these grasses, and they may return with improved
growing conditions.

Total plant density on the cover exceeded the success standard. Shrub density was almost double
the standard. There was a good mix of shrubs, including fourwing saltbush, Nevada jointfir,
rubber rabbitbrush, and yellow rabbitbrush. Grass density was similar to the staging area, low
and below the success standard. There were three species of grasses on the cover that occurred
infrequently, accounting for only 6 percent of the total plant density.

453 WildlifeUse

The vegetation showed signs of normal browsing by small mammals. Small mammal burrows
were scattered over the site but not in obvious concentrations. There were no small mammal
burrows around the cover.

454  Soil Erosion

There was no evidence of erosion. The area directly west of the site has no permanent vegetation,
and a high intensity and long duration precipitation event may cause some surface erosion.
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455 Summary/Recommendations

Based on total plant cover and total plant density, revegetation success standards were exceeded
for both the staging area and the cover. The plant community on the staging area was composed
of native shrubs, grasses, and forbs. On the cover, four shrub species made up over 18 percent
cover and a density of 4.0 plants per m?; both values exceeded the success standards.

A concern at this site is the presence of saltlover and cheatgrass, both invasive weeds. If native
perennial species decline, these invasive species may dominate the site.

Per discussions during a site visit in May 2009 with representatives from the State of Nevada, the
U.S. Department of Energy, and National Security Technologies, it was determined that the
fence could be removed, monitoring would no longer be required, and this would be the final
reporting year for the site. Periodic site evaluation may be needed in the event the nearby Cactus
Springs is more heavily used, primarily by wild horses.
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