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Objectivej

• Provide the NSSAB with information re ardin  g g
Industrial Sites Long-Term Monitoring Use Restrictions 
so the Board can develop a recommendation 
re ardin :g g
– Use Restriction reduction
– Frequency of inspections 
– Inspection criteria
– Potential enhancements
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Use Restriction Evaluation Flow Chart
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Monitoring of Use Restriction Sitesg

• Periodic inspections conducted by federal and contractor 
staff
– NDEP participatesNDEP participates 

• On an annual or every five (5) year schedule (some 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act [RCRA] sites 
are inspected quarterly or bi annually)are inspected quarterly or bi-annually) 
– Schedule documented in the Closure Report
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Current Effort to Evaluate Current Practices
• An evaluation is underway to determine if some Use Restriction 

sites can be eliminated 
• A set of criteria was developed to evaluate each Use Restriction• A set of criteria was developed to evaluate each Use Restriction 

site:
– Landfills – due to the size and cost of removal, landfills are not 

being considered for Use Restriction removal
– Revised Final Action Levels – a review of sites in relation to 

revised action levels may allow the removal of Use Restrictions 
due to:

• Changes in action levels due to implementation of a risk-
based approachbased approach

• Changes to action levels based on Environmental 
Protection Agency revisions to threshold concentrations
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Current Effort to Evaluate Current Practices 
(continued)

– Additional Sam lin  – Sam lin  where ori inal data is limitedp g p g g
• Anticipated analysis of Use Restriction sites could allow reduction 

of 20-30 sites
• After evaluation sites that remain restricted wi b rther• After evaluation, sites that remain restricted will be further 

evaluated to potentially reduce the frequency of inspection based 
on past results (i.e., demonstrated effectiveness of closure)
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NSSAB RecommendationNSSAB Recommendation

• DOE solicits a recommendation from the NSSAB on the 
following:
– Is the Use Restriction evaluation plan appropriate from 

a community perspective?a community perspective?
– What criteria should be used to determine if the 

frequency of inspections can be reduced? 
– Are there ways to enhance inspections?
– Is the field monitoring inspection criteria appropriate?
– Are there ways to enhance the criteria?Are there ways to enhance the criteria?
– NSSAB recommendation needed by May 31, 2012
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Inspection Requirement:  Annual (through December 2011) 
then Every 5 Years (through December 2036) 

Page 1 of 3 

POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 
CAU 5, LANDFILLS – CAS 23-15-03, DISPOSAL SITE 

Inspection Date and Time:   Reason for Inspection:   

Date of Last Post-Closure Inspection:   Reason for Last Post-Closure Inspection:   

Responsible Entity:  NSTec Environmental Restoration, Nevada National Security Site, Mercury, Nevada 

Responsible Facility Owner:  Thomas A. Thiele, Project Manager, Industrial Sites, Environmental Restoration Project 

Chief Inspector:   Title:   

Assistant Inspector:   Title:   

A.  GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 
ü Complete all checklist items.   
ü If a SHADED BOX is checked, provide detailed information and/or appropriate references to other documents that have the information.   
ü All documentation must be legible and clear. 

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

1. Has the Post-Closure Plan been reviewed?    

2. Have the previous inspection reports been reviewed?    

3. Were anomalies or trends detected on previous inspections?    

4. Were maintenance or repair activities performed since the last 
inspection?    

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

NA  

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

NA  

C.  SITE INSPECTION PREPARATION 

Assemble the following, as needed, to conduct inspections: 
ü Pre-arrange access to both the WSI Training Facility and the Area 23 Landfill  
ü Obtain key from Waste Generator Services to access the site  
ü Radio, pager, etc. 
ü Previous letter report, inspection checklists, repair records, and as-built plans 
ü Camera, digital storage drive, extra batteries, and other miscellaneous support equipment 

D.  SITE INSPECTION 

ü 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. 
ü If a 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.  The completed checklist is part of the field record of the inspection. 
ü 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 (Area 23 Landfill): YES NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked) 

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

b. Are all use restriction signs legible?    

c. Are any use restriction signs damaged or missing?             

d. How many damaged or missing signs need to be replaced?   

e. Are any use restriction signs down?    

f. How many down signs need to be re-hung?   
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POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 
CAU 5, LANDFILLS – CAS 23-15-03, DISPOSAL SITE 

2. Waste Unit Cover (Area 23 Landfill): YES NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked) 

a. Is there evidence of settling?    

b. Is there evidence of erosion (wind or water)?    

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

d. Is there evidence of large animal intrusion onto the site?    

3. Site Markers (WSI Training Facility): YES NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked) 

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

b. Are all use restriction signs legible?    

c. Are any use restriction signs damaged or missing?             

d. How many damaged or missing signs need to be replaced?   

e. Are any use restriction signs down?    

f. How many down signs need to be re-hung?   

4. Waste Unit Cover (WSI Training Facility): YES NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked) 

a. Is there evidence of settling?    

b. Is there evidence of erosion (wind or water)?    

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

d. Is there evidence of large animal intrusion onto the site?    

Photograph Instructions:   

ü 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 annual post-closure report. 
ü Anomalous features or new features (such as changes in adjacent area land use) should be photographed. 
ü Other photographs are optional. 
ü A photograph log entry will be made for each photograph taken. 

5. Photograph Documentation: YES NO EXPLANATION 

a. Have photographs been taken of the site?    

    If yes, how many photos were taken?   

    If yes, has a photographic log been prepared?   File Location:  S:\NTS\ER Share\Photos\CAU 5\                               
                                                                                                              

E.  FIELD CONCLUSIONS YES NO EXPLANATION (required if shaded box is checked) 

1. Are more frequent inspections required?    

2. Are existing maintenance/repair actions satisfactory?    

3. Are maintenance/repair actions necessary?    

4. Is there an imminent hazard to the integrity of the landfill cover?               
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POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 
CAU 5, LANDFILLS – CAS 23-15-03, DISPOSAL SITE 

 
5. Field Conclusions/Recommendations:                                                                                                                                                                                          
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

F.  CERTIFICATION:  I have conducted this inspection in accordance with the Post-Closure Plan as recorded on this checklist and attachments. 

Chief Inspector’s Signature:   Date:   

Printed Name:   Title:   

G.  VERIFICATION:  I have reviewed this checklist and attachments and have verified that they are complete. 

Signature:   Date:   

Printed Name:  Thomas A. Thiele (or designee) 

 































 
 
 
Janet Appenzeller-Wing 
Acting Waste Management Project Director 
U.S. Department of Energy, Nevada Site Office 
P. O. Box 98518 
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518 
 
SUBJECT:  Recommendation on Proposed U-233 Disposition  
         at the Nevada National Security Site (NNSS) 
 
Dear Ms. Appenzeller-Wing, 
 
The Nevada Site Specific Advisory Board (NSSAB) has completed an extensive review and discussion of the 
proposed disposal of Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) U-233 Consolidated Edison Uranium 
Solidification Project (CEUSP) waste at the NNSS.  
 
If the Department of Energy (DOE) completes all of the necessary documentation (i.e. Nevada National 
Security Site Waste Acceptance Criteria, Performance Assessment, Transportation Plan, Documented Safety 
Analysis, Vulnerability Assessment, shipper’s Emergency Response Plan, etc.) and determines that the 
proposed actions are compliant with all regulations and required processes, then the NSSAB supports the 
acceptance of ORNL’s U-233 CEUSP waste material at the Nevada National Security Site for disposal.   

Through review and discussion, several additional, related topics were identified which the NSSAB would 
recommend for consideration by the DOE.  
 
 The DOE actively work with local governments to ensure their concerns are addressed regarding this 
waste stream, including emergency responders training and other needs 

 The DOE should research  all transportation routes to the NNSS rather than assuming the current 
routes to the NNSS should be used 

 ORNL and the Nevada Site Office should review Dr. Ruth Weiner’s May 6, 2009 Risks of 
Transportation Along Various Routes to the Nevada Test Site transportation study (enclosed). 

The NSSAB would like to review all publicly-releasable documentation as it becomes available.  In addition, it 
is requested the DOE provide status updates throughout the planning and project execution process. 

The time and effort taken by the DOE staff in developing such comprehensive briefings, particularly those in 
response to the NSSAB’s questions, was very much appreciated.  The NSSAB values the opportunity to 
review the disposition of this waste stream and supports disposal at the NNSS. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
Kathleen L. Bienenstein 
Chair   
 
Enclosure 
 
 



Recommendation letter concerning draft Soils Risk-Based Corrective Action Decision (RBCA) 
process document 
 
March 21, 2012 
 
Mr. Rob Boehlecke 
Environmental Restoration Project Director 
U.S. Department of Energy, Nevada Site Office 
P.O. Box 98518 
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518 
 
SUBJECT: Recommendation on Draft Soils Project Risk-Based  

Corrective Action Evaluation Process 
 
Dear Mr. Boehlecke: 
 
The Nevada Site Specific Advisory Board (NSSAB) approved Work Plan Item number 14 is to 
review the draft Soils Project Risk-Based Corrective Action Evaluation Process Document and to 
provide comments regarding possible improvements to either the process or the actual document. 
 
The NSSAB has completed the requested review. The Board concurs with and supports the 
concept of basing corrective actions on relative risk. The overall concept should provide for the 
most cost effect clean up of the various sites, and allow the limited funding available to be best 
utilized. 
 
Regarding the specifics of the technical process and the document itself, the NSSAB does not 
feel it has the technical or regulatory expertise to offer much improvement or suggestions. We 
understand this document will be submitted to the State of Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection (NDEP), as the appropriate regulator, for review and approval. The NSSAB is of the 
opinion that if the final document is approved by NDEP, it should be acceptable for its intended 
use. 
 
The NSSAB appreciates the opportunity to review this document and provide meaningful input 
to the DOE.  We look forward to your response. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Kathleen L. Bienenstein, 
Chair  
  



EM SSAB CHAIRS MEETING 
April  2012 

 
 

Topics/Issues for EM-1 (No more than two topics) 
 

1. Student Liaison Educational Project 
 A two-year educational project to develop a Nevada National Security Site 

Environmental Management education tool is being developed in conjunction 
with West Career and Technical Academy 

 Led by the NSSAB student liaisons, the project will – 
o Conduct a survey to determine the level of experience and knowledge 

of high school students regarding the NNSS EM Program 
o Based on survey results, develop an educational tool focusing on the 

EM Program 
o Launch the educational tool, and 
o Evaluate the success of the educational tool by conducting and 

analyzing a closing survey 
 

2. U-233 Waste Disposition 
 It is early in the process and the majority of evaluations are still in process 
 The Board’s recommendation stresses the importance of the successful 

completion and acceptability of all evaluations  
 

3. Membership Recruitment 
 The membership recruitment, review and appointment process remains a 

lengthy one, hindering the ability to retain qualified, interested candidates 
 

4. Other ????? 
 
 

Cross-cutting Issue (one topic) 
 

1. Waste disposal 
 

2. Communication between sites when Board discussion affects other sites 
 

3. Sharing of process methods 
 



      
 

    

   

   
    

   
   

    

    

       
      

   

        

           

             
                

              
                
               

                

                
    

  
 

   
      

      
       

   

  
   


