
Monticello NPL Sites 
Federal Facilities Agreement Meeting 

Minutes & Action Items 

Location Monticello, Utah- DOE Office of Legacy Management field office 

Date September 27,2006 

Attendees David Bird- Utah Department of Environmental Quality 
Paul Mushovic- U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Att Kleinrath- U.S. Depmtment of Energy 
Tim Bartlett- S. M. Stoller 

Meeting topics and discussion points are summarized separately under the headings that 
follow. Attaclunent 1 to this report includes the agenda and handout materials provided at 
the meeting. This report also includes disposal cell and Pond 4 leachate collection data 
(Attachment 2), quarterly site inspection results (Attachment 3), and project schedule and 
deliverables through the next two qumters (October 2006 through March 2007). With this 
additional content, this report fulfills the FF A quarterly reporting requirements for the 
Monticello NPL sites for the period of July tlu·ough September 2006 (site meteorological 
monitoring data is not available for this period because the weather station is under 
repair). 

Topics of Discussion 

A. Status of Current Documents 
1. LTS&M Plan: A draft of the plan will be submitted to the regulators on 10/28/06. 

This will follow validation of the working draft during the allllual site inspection 
(week of9/27/06), and resolution ofEPA/UDEQ collllllents received 9119/06 and 
discussed 9/29/06. The LTS&M Plan is the comprehensive document that directs 
how 'long-tem1 surveillance and maintenance activities are conducted for the 
Monticello NPL sites. Submittal of the final plan is anticipated for late November 
2006. 

2. Site Management Plan: The alllltml update to Section 5.0 was delivered to EPA 
and UDEQ at the meeting. The final SMP was completed in October 2003. 
Section 5.0, "Project Schedules and Milestones", is updated each year by 
September 30 to project the enforceable milestones and non-enforceable target 
dates for site activities anticipated over a 3-year rolling schedule (cunent fiscal 
year+ 2). A draft of the alllltml update was submitted to EPA and UDEQ during 
the last week of July 2006 for review. The September 30 submittal date for the 
final version is 311 enforceable milestone. 



Monitoring results through Apri12006 indicate that the progress of ground water 
restoration is slower than predicted by the site ground water model in two regions of the 
alluvial aquifer. With the existing data, a determination of the exact cause of the slower 
than expected progress is not possible. However, possible factors include (I) recent 
drought conditions that have deprived the aquifer of normal recharge for contaminant 
flushing and (2) flow restriction through the reactive barrier, which may locally decrease 
ground water flow velocity. Neither of these transient effects was represented in the 
steady state ground water model. The apparent deviation between actual and model­
predicted concentration trends may also in part be due to model input parameters such as 
the distribution coefficient for uranium. As a result of the slower than expected progress 
of ground water restoration, DOE, in consultation with EPA and UDEQ, wiii develop and 
implement an alternate analysis of ground water concentration trends (see below). 

Action Item: DOE wiii develop a "second statistical test" with which to analyze uranium 
concentration trends at alluvial aquifer monitoring wells. This second test wiii be an 
alternative to that prescribed in the post-ROD ground water remedy evaluation plan 
(Appendix B of the ROD for OU III). A letter report wiii be submitted to EPA and 
UDEQ in November 2006 to describe the method and to present the results of its 
application to the Monticello OU III data. In addition to the current 5-rcgion method, a 
suggested variation of the second test is to sub-dividing the aquifer into two regions, as 
either upgradient or downgradient of the reactive barrier. 

ActioJlltem: Stoller wiii provide EPA and UDEQ graphs tha(.depict measured uranium 
concentration over time at individual monitoring wells (including wells 200 and 202) 
grouped according to the defined aquifer regions used in evaluating OU III ground water 
restoration in accordance with the post-ROD performance evaluation plan (Appendix B 
of the ROD for OU Ill). These graphs will assist data users in identifYing particular areas . 
of the aquifer that deviate from the model prediction and should be included in future OU 
III mmual monitoting rep01is. 

Following a review of the above action items, DOE, EPA, and UDEQ will convene to 
discuss the findings and determine the appropriate response within the cunent CERCLA 
5-year review. 

D. OU III Ecological Monitoring 

DOE presented and discussed results of ecological monitoring conducted through spring 
and early summer 2006 to evaluate selenium concentrations in sediment, surface water, 
and aquatic macroinvetiebrates in the constructed wetlands and sediment retention pond. 
Results of the associated waterfowl and wetland bird surveys conducted in spring 2006 at 
those locations were also presented and discussed. Ecological monitoring for selenium 
began in October 2004. 

Monitoring methods and results for the wetland birds and macroinvetebrates are 
summarized in the annual monitoring report for OU III and thoroughly documented in 
other separate reports (see "A" above). Monitoring results for sediment and surface water 



establishment were investigated but discounted. A comprehensive report on the shrub 
study is currently in preparation for the EPA and will be submitted later this fall. A 
separate report documenting vole ecology and likely effects to the Monticello cover is 
also in preparation and will be submitted to EPA and UDEQ later this fall. 

Settlement Plates-Elevation survey data presented from July 2006 indicates no 
measurable settlement of the disposal cell: The data will be included in the 2006 annual 
inspection report and the 2007 CERCLA 5-yr review. Settlement plate surveys will occur 
every 5 years in the summer preceding the CERCLA 5-yr review. 

Action Item: Stoller will recommend management strategy for the repository cover 
based on the fhidings of vegetation monitoring and related studies. The recommendations 
will be presented at the next FF A meeting (March 2007). 

F. CERCLA 5-Year Reviews for Monticello NPL Sites 

A proposed schedule and scope for the current 5-yr review was presented and discussed. 
General agreement on the schedule and scope was not achieved other than the final 
repmis should be signed by June 2007 and that the 5-yr reviews completed in June 2002 
could serve as templates, however the 2007 MMTS report must address OU ill. Note: 
The 2002 5-year repotis are dated June 2002 and signed by DOE (Art Kleinrath) June 20, 
2002. EPA Director of Federal Facilities and UDEQ CERCLA Branch Managers 
finalized the reports by signing in August 2002. 

Much discussion was focused on the role of the public in providing input. Also, the 
·schedule for EPA and UDEQ reviews came into question and whether a draft or fmal 
report is made available to the public. DOE, EPA, and UDEQ agreed that the scope of the 
interview process includes owners of properties adjacent to MMTS property and Victims 
of Mill Tailings Exposure representatives. 

Action Item: Art Kleinrath will develop a proposed schedule and scope of the CERCLA 
5-yr review for the Monticello NPL sites based on precedence from other sites he is 
working on. 

Action Item: Paul Mushovic will solicit input fi·om within EPA to clarify EPA policy 
regarding public involvement in the 5-yr review process. 

G. Treatment Cell Status 

Laboratory analytical results for treatment cell influent and effluent samples were 
presented (attached) and discussed. The treatment cell continues to perform very well at 
sustained rates of about 5 gallons per minute. The newly constructed infiltration trench is 
performing well. Design and perfmmance of the treatment cell was presented at the EPA 
Remediation Design Technologies Forum during the week of October 10,2006 
(presentation abstract attached). 



final plan; however, a final draft for DOE, EPA, and UDEQ review is tentative for late 
October/early November 2006, followed by the final submittal in December. 

An issue arose as to whether property MP-1 083 (Lynn Adams, owner) should be included 
in the Ground Water Restricted Area for OU III. The GWRA is administered by the State 
Engineer's Office to prevent domestic use of contaminated ground water from the 
alluvial aquifer. The restricted area currently includes the southwest corner of this 
property although the property is probably not underlain by the alluvial aquifer. 

Action Item: Stoller agreed to contact the State Engineer Office to clarify the boundary 
definition and the process of reviewing well pem1it applications with respect to the 
ground water restricted area. Note: On October 13, 02206, Joe Slade contacted Tim 
Bartlett to inform that Lynn Adams had received a permit to drill a well on his property 
(MP-1 083). Joe faxed Tim a map of the restricted area showing the location ofthe 
proposed well, clearly outside of the restricted area (also, a properly constructed bedrock 
well, as proposed in the application, is allowed in the restricted area). Lynn Adams had 
received the map from the State Engineer's Office, which had conectly granted the 
permit with the information provided by the landowner. Tim Bartlett contacted Mark 
Stilson of the State Engineer's Office to confirm the process. Mark indicated that in 
reviewing future applications for wells located near the boundary, he would contact Tim 
to discuss the application. 

Action Item: As part of the <;urrent CERCLA 5-yr review, Stoller on-site representatives 
will ensure that all affected landowners are notified of the ground water restriction. 

UDOT Memorandum of Understanding--expiration status of the MOU was questioned 
but not resolved. Action Item: DOE reviewed the MOU and confirmed that the 
agreement extends indefinitely until terminated by mutual written consent. Renewal is 
not necessary. . 

L. Near-Term Meeting Schedule 

FFA Meeting-The next FFA meeting will be held in March 2007 at a date and location 
yet to be determined. Draft minutes ofFFA meetings are due to EPA and UDEQ within 
30 days and will be finalized within 60 days of the meeting. 
BTAG Meeting-A BT AG teleconference call will be conducted in November 2006. At 
that time the BTAG will have reviewed all available ecological monitoring data cun·ently 
reported for the Monticello selenium investigation. The purpose of the meeting is to 
discuss what further actions may be necessary based on site conditions. 

M. Deliverables Schedule (October through March 2007) 

LTS&M Plan: revised draft final to DOE, EPA, UDEQ late October/early November 
2006 for concunent final review. 

LTS&M Plan: final, by December 31,2006. 



ATTACHMENT 1 



MONTICELLO NPL SITES 
FFA MEETING AGENDA and ANNUAL INSPECTION SCHEDULE 
SEPTEMBER 27- 29, 2006 
MONTICELLO, UTAH 

I. FFAMEETING 
Wednesday 8 am- Noon 

Document Status 
1. LTSM Plan: final due 10/21/06 following validation of working draft during annual 
inspection 
2. SMP; update of Section 5.0 for FY s 07, 08, and 09: final due 9/30/06--on schedule 
3. OU ITI Annual Monitoring Report: due 9/30/06-on schedule 
4. Ammal Cover Vegetation Monitoring Report: due 12/31/06---on schedule 
5. Wetland Bird Survey, 2006: due 9/30/06--on schedule 
6. Wetland Macroinvertebrate Monitoring, 2006: due 9/30/06----on schedule 
7. Report on FY 2006 Annual Inspection: due 12/31/06 

FY 2005 Annual Site Inspection 
Status on punch-list items: all items completed by January 2006-refer to 2005 Almual 
Inspection Repmi 

OU III Almual Monitoring 
Water quality & hydrologic monitoring-refer to FY 2006 annual monitoring report 

-ground water restoration in ce1tain regions is slower than expected; a 2" 
statistical test for trend analysis is therefore required, the method and results of 
which will be provided to DOE/EPAIUDEQ in late October for concunence prior 
to inclusion in the CERCLA 5-year review 

Ecological monitoring 
-Abiotic media sampling and analysis-refer to handout 
-Biotic media sampling and analysis-refer to OU III annual monitoring report 
-Bird Surveys-refer to OU III annual monitoring report; FY 2006 results 
consistent with FY 2005 results 

Repository Cover 
• ACAP-refer to handout 
• FY 2006 Cover Vegetation Monitoring-refer to handout 
• EPA Cover Investigation (ESL Repmt)--refer to handout 
• Settlement plate survey results, FY 2006 

CERCLA 5-Year Review 
Proposed Scope & Schedule (assume final report due 6 months after site inspection) 

• Use 2002 5-y:r review reports as templates for scope, schedule, and reporting 
• Site Inspection: September 27-29, 2006 



-Disposal cell transects (team I) 
-Outer perimeter inspection & sediment pond B (team 2, after completion of land 
re-use recollllaissance) 

Thursday 9/28/06 

8:00am 
Finish repository inspection (team 1) 

-Pond 4, TSF, area between inner and outer fences (including sediment ponds A 
&C) 

Record keeping inspection (team 2) 
-Record books 
-Radiological as-built drawings 

11:00 
Teams meet at millsite staging area 

-One team to inspect millsite and MP-211 
-Second team to inspect City Streets, UDOT Highways, MP-176, and City 
properties 

Friday 9/29/06 

8:00am Meet at field office 

Noon 

-Review inspection status/assign follow-up tasks 
-OU III soil and sediment area inspection 
-Monitoring well inspection verification 
-Meet at field office to conclude allllual inspection: summarize findings, assign 
follow up tasks 

Note: Field persom1el will be on-site week of I 0/2 and I 0/9/06 for OU III 
monitoring event and OU III biomonitoring (wetlands sediment and surface water 
sampling) and may be available for follow up work for the allllual inpsection. 

Depart site 
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Timothy Bartlett 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Jody Waugh 

Monday, August 28, 2006 4:03 PM 

Timothy Bartlett 

Subject: Monticello Lysimeter Water Volumes 

Tim, 

Page 1 of 1 I 

During an earlier Monticello FFA meeting, I was asked to estimate water volumes related to the cap flap in the imbedded (ACAP) 
lysimeter at Monticello. Specifically, I was asked to estimate (1) how much water had passed through the lysimeter drainage 
collection system in 2005, and (2) how much water would build up behind the cap flap if the lysimeter drain pipe clogged. 

2005 Drainage: -25,360 gallons 
Basis: Volume of water measured in lysimeter dosing basin during 2005; equivalent to 3.2 mm drainage over 3 hectares. 

Water Build-up if Drain Clogged: Range= 1472 to 2061 gallons 
Basis: Volume of polygon behind cap flap and possible range of porosity values for the coarse sand drainage layer. 

Let me know if you or the FFA have questions. 

Jody 

10/31/2006 





Shrub Study Results: 

Summary of Vegetative Cover Success and Shrub Study Results 
at the Monticello, Utah, Repository, 2006 

Unlikely contributors to poor slrrub growth on the repository cover: 
• Lack of mycorrhizae: vesicular arbuscular myconhizae were apparent on ahnost all sampled plants in the 

cover and in the analog areas. 
• Soil nutrition: some areas of! ow shrub growth coincide with good soil nutrition, and some areas of good sluub 

growth coincide with poorer soil nutrition. 
• Soil Bulk Density: No significant differences were found in average soil bulk densities between low density 

and high density sluub areas (Zone AI). Slight differences (and possibly significant differences if sample size 
llad been larger) in bulk density did exist between some areas: 
I. Zone A2 soils were higher than other areas, most likely because of higher rock content. 
2. Zone AI and Zone A2 soils were higher than the analog site soils, most likely because the cover soils had 

been compacted during construction of the repository cover. · 
Bulk densities at greater than 2 ft depth may be significant, but these have not yet been measured. 

• Sources of plant material: The source of much of the sluub seed used on the repository cover was Utah. Live 
plantings done in areas adjacent to the cover (Areas A2 and B) are healthier tlmn shntbs on the cover. 

Likely contributors to poor slmtb growth on the repository cover: 
• Soil structure: areas showing evidence of well-developed soil structure (in which natural soil fractures are 

clearly discernable along horizontal and vertical planes) and/or large rocks in the subsurface appear to support 
better sluub growth. Zone AI soils show evidence of weak structure (in which natural soil fractures are 
difficult to discem and, in this case, often occur along horizontal planes) or of no structure at all. This 
difference may be attributed to the compaction of Zone AI soils by heavy equipment during repository 
constmction. Samples deeper than 2 ft were not collected; therefore, soil fertility and bulk density effects, and 
deeper soil stmctural features (e.g., compacted layer below historic plow layer) from depth have not been 
assessed. 

• Factors affecting germination: meteorological factors may have affected the germination and persistence of 
seeded rabbitbrush, both in2000 and 2005. · 

Effects from wildlife: 
• Vole damage to sluubs was extensive across the repository cover, with an estimated 15 percent shntb 

mortality. Ofthe dead slu1tbs, 94 percent had signs of vole presence. Vole presence and damage in analog 
areas was less. 

• Historically, poor shrub growth lllaY not have been greatly influenced by vole damage, but in 2006, vole 
populations noticeably increased and this may be a major contributor to current slmtb conditions. The 
potential for vole damage should be factored into any future management actions. 

• Black-tailed jackrabbits lllay also contribute to slmtb predation, but are not likely a major factor. 
Additional infontJation: 

• Sluub density on the cover is comparable to the density in other newly planted areas, but sluubs are much 
snmller on the cover. Density is much lower on the cover than in nearby mature sagebmsh areas. 

• The effects.of competition were not measured because qualitative monitoring data do not suggest that this has 
been a lllajor factor affecting sluub establisluuent. However, early competition from cheatgrass may have been 
a factor in some portions of the low sluub density area. 

Annual Vegetation Monitoring: 
Positive trends: 

• Total desirable cover has been met in all four zones for the first time. This is expected to continue in\fefinitely; 
desirable species are all perennial or woody. 

• Species composition has remained diverse in all four zones for several years. 
• Dominant desirable grass and sluub species have re-generated well over time. 
• The frequency and relative cover of desirable grasses have met success criteria over time, and are expected to 

continue. 
• Though noxious weeds exist across the site, they do not appear to be spreading. 



San Juan Rec01·d Monticello, Utah Wednesday, August 9, 2006 

State to widen mill tailing study 
to include additional cases 

The Stale of Utah will talw 
a closer look at the impact of 
a uranium and vanadium-pro­
cessing mill on the health of 
J\llonticello-area residents. 

'!'he Utah Department of 
Health announced on August 
4 the next steps to address the 
concerns of residents regarding 
a perceived increase in cancer 
rates in the community. 

Public health officials will 
take the following steps by De­
cember, 2006: 

• Collect detailed patient in­
formation to confirm a diagno­
sis of cancer among individuals 
in 1'V1onticc11o that were never 
reported to the Utah Cancer 
Registry for various reasonS. 
The UDOH will then conduct a 
foll01v-up study of cancer inci­
dence to include the additional 
individuals. 

• 'fhe UDOH will conduct 
a Public Health Assessment 
of the MonticeJ)(l .• mill sjte and 
vicinity. The assessment will 
evaluate envimnmental data, 
past and current exposw·e 
data, health effects data and 
community health concerns. 

• The UDOH, SEUDHD 
and Monticello community will 
work to develop educational 
activities and prevention pro­
grams for residents. 

• '!'he UDOH and SEUDHD 
will hold public meeti.ngs with 
the community and elected of­
ficials to present the findings 
of the cancer investigation and 
the Public Health Assessment. 

"We. hope that _these next 
steps will bring us closer to 

understanding the cancer in­
cidence in Monticello and any 
possible connection to the mill," 
said Dr. David N. Sundwall, ex­
ecutive director, UDOH. "The 
community needs nnswers, 
nnd Wt~ are rmnmitted to work­
ing with them to find those an­
::nvers using the be-st science 
and resources avnilublt~ to us." 

Earlier this year, the UDOH 
completed a health consulta­
tion repm·t (study) at the re­
quest of the SEUDHD to de­
termine if the Monticello com­
munity had higher rates of in­
dividuals diagnosed with can, 
cer as compared to the state of 
Utah collectively. The findings 
of t.he study were inconclusive. 

Extensive work by the Vic­
tims of Mill Tailings J•~xposnre 
Committee (VMTE) has suc­
ceeded in gaining the attentioll 
of state and federal officials. 

The VMTE group has gath­
ered more than 400 names of 
one-time Monticello-area resi­
dents who have suffered from 
the effects of cancer and other 
suspicious diseases. 

From 1943 through 1960, a 
uranium and vanadium pro­
cessing mill operated just 
southeast of Monticello, Utah. 
!he mill·Jsi~eJ· and 'SU'rrotll~d'IIIJ 
mg properties were consid­
ered public health hazards 
and were placed on the Na­
tional Priorities List. Reme­
diation of contaminated soils 
from the mill site and affected 
areas surrounding mill proper-
ty was completed in 2000. 

Tho Victims of Mill Tailings Ex­
posure committee is eager to 
includo every possible case of 
exposure. to the Monlicel!o mill 
tailings in the state's new study. 
If you know ol anyone who has 
sulfered, possibly as a result 
of exposure t0 the mill tailings, 
please contact the Cily of Mon· 
Ucollo at 435-587-2271. Im­
pacts also include respiratory 
disease. 



I 

Sao .Juan Record Monticello, Utah Wednesday, August 16, 2006 

Thanks for assistance 

Dear Editor: 
The members of the Victims of Mill Tailings Exposure committee 

<VMTE) would like to thank all the people that have donated time and 
money to our cause of documenting those who have been impacted by 
exposure to. the Monticelio mill·tailings. The special ladies that rode 
on the buggy, thank you. A big thank you to all the people that have 
lost loved ones and ·donated money in their memory. 

· Thank you so much, 
VMTE Committee 
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Repository leak Detection System (LOS), 2006 Data 
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ATIACHMENT 3 



Quarterly Repository Surveillance Checklist 

Monticello LTSM Representative_·,J~o2l€"'--'~~~ck.~ __________ Date 7~ t(.ZoOb 
Signature 

~ ~~II. Oo.,-l ~ 'J -
Meteorological Data for the period beginnin.,_ __________ en.rmg, _________ _ 

Average wind speed. ____ _ Prevailing wind direction ____ _ 

Average temperature ____ _ High Temperature ___ _ Low Temperature ___ _ 

Curreni barometric pressure. _____ _ 

Total precipitation ___ Inches of Precipitation in last 24 hours ______ _ 

Inspection Item 

Condition of: 

Fence 

Roads 

Signs 

Site Marker 

Drainage ditches 

Manholes (open to inspect) 

Settlement Plates (open to inspect) 

Vegetation 

Sediment Ponds 

Evidence of erosion of: 

Top of Repository 

Repository Sideslopes 

Ditches 

Surrounding area 

Evidence of: 

Structurallnsta~ility 

Vandalism 

Intrusion by wildlife 

Burrowing Animal Damage 

Intrusion by humans 

Accumulation of trash 

Additional Comments 

Acceptable 
(Yes/No) 

yes 

~­
NO 

!VO 

Comments and Recommendations 

s/u>J llkutJielf. w<t> 6.eM. #.,s ~·wk. In Su!U&~ ~ 

fb.,J A- A<ts 4 6.6rf wwis f/UWtH ;v--I-i.e b6 f/a,._ 
tf /s rk ""-t., tok&< 'fii.U ... e.. f. #lis -ft'me-

Note: All transects must be walked during this inspection 

File Index Number ,t./11/117' ~ r 



Monthly Repository S 

Monticello L TSM Representative_5.~~~-c_:S:::::'::!:.".d._'::::::..:'--::.::=;ti=.~~=::::_- Date._-"8'--' -_.tfc..·-=2o=-=D=--o:h:___ __ 

,/tV t<.Jea!At!'/( t'~~ ·-· ?4/-€4- M<::-'f( st.:?;;;:;._ 4/.JIV-
Meteorological Data for the period beginning. __________ ending __________ _ 

Average wind speed~----

Average temperature. ____ _ 

Prevailing wind direction'-----­

High Temperature-~--

Curre~t barometric pressure. _____ _ 

Low Temperature, ___ _ 

Total precipitation ______ Inches of Precipitation in last 24 hours. ______ _ 

Inspection Item 

Condition of: 

Fence 

Roads 

Signs 

Site Marker 

Drainage ditches 

Manholes 

Settlement Plates 

Vegetation 

Evidence of erosion of: 

Top ofRepositmy 

Repository Sides! opes 

Ditches 

Surrounding area 

Evidence of: 

Vandalism 

Intrusion by wildlife 

Burrowing Atj;mal Damage 

Intrusion by humans 

Accumulation of trash 

Additional Comments 

.Jol AG/}"-> 1/a> 
0>v 121 tlw< 

File Index Number __ 

Acceptable 

(Yes/No) 

/VD 

Comments and Recommendations 

"__;_---,-------------

;W >< -1 k U$' af•tt ;._, -
A <?aoJ al 4,:, -6a1e , 



Monthly Repository Sur;velllance Checklist 

Monticello LTSM Representative . JoE £c£,__ /j- £ Date,_L9_-_:_/_-_,2e_oO:o_O~(:,,___ 
~ wea.fhvkd~ 9 s ;;;/(_ /1/D~ o(: Cbp. Meteorological Data for the period beginning 

Average wind speed, ____ _ Prevailfug wind direction. ___ _ 

Average temperaturec._._ ___ _ High Temperature ___ _ Low Temperature __ _ 

Current barometric pressure, _____ _ 

Total precipitation _____ Inches of Precipitation in last 24 hours _____ _ 

Inspection Item 

Condition of: 

Fence 

Roads 

Signs 

Site Marker 
Drainage ditches 

Manholes 

Settlement Plates 
Vegetation 

Evidence of erosion of: 

Top ofRepository 

Repository Sideslopes 

Ditches 
Surrounding area 

Evidence of: 

Vandalism 

Intrusion by wildlife 

Burrowing Aniinal Damage 

Intrusion by humans 

Accumulation of trash 

Additional Comments 

Acceptable 

(Yes/No) 

/JO 
Po 

File Index Number L /J1 /V'T t./. f 

Comments and Recommendations 

( f II 


