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'RAB Invohém_ent

' Remedial Project Manager . .

- The Naval Weapons Station
- Earle NJ .had been a part of

Monmouth County for over S0 .

years by the time an Environmen-
talRestoration Board (RAB) was
established in 1995. .

. 'NWS was commissioned in

1943 toreceive and store ammu-
nition for issuance to the U.S.
Atlantic Fleet. Its mission has
remained relatively unchanged
_since then. The 10,248-acre main
"station is connected to a 706-

. acre waterfront area by a Navy

controlledright-of-way contain-
ing a private Navy road and two
ratlroad lines. Ammunitionand
other supplies are transported by
truck and rail to and from Navy

vessels berthed at the 2.6-mile -

long pier complex. The rural,
cultural nature of the area has

- changed somewhat due to resi-

- dential developmentbut signifi-
 cant open space remains.

- Most local towns had envi-
ronmental commissionsthat were

loosely aligned under the aus-

Fosters Community Spirit at

'_ByJohn Koliclus . o .

Lester Jargowsky, Monmouth County health officer observes rapid

" bioassessment training in Hockhockson Brook at NWS Earle. . .

pices of the county healthdepart-

ment. The Navy contacted these -
‘commissions to solicit RAB -

members. While membership
was not limited to members of

“these groups, many of themdid

nominate representatives to the

. RAB. This helped insure input -

from various surrounding com--

munities. It has also served as a
way to distribute information.” .

Duringaninitial site tour many

RAB members were surprised
atthelarge areaofopenspaceon:
* the station. The county health
- officer asked if a community
- collegeclass, (Cont. on page 7) -

'NorthDivand EPA Region I Partner at South Weymouth
were able to prove their point .
with EPA. - Agreement was
reached and the sampling effort
was decreased. @~ -

By Dave Barclift

: Partnering with regulatory
_ agencies can sometimes have it

i anddowns. Inthecase ofthe
. former Naval Air Station South
Weymouth, MA both types of
partnering experiences ' took
place.  The final outcome of

. partnering with EPA Region I

not only saved the Navy ap- .
3,000

proximately $80,000 (86

" 1n lab costs and $15,000in la-

bor), but also spared the lives of

anestimated 25 small mammals

.~ (mice and shrews), 300 earth-
" worms, 200 ﬁsm and ,30 frogs.

Irlitially; EPA Region I’s pre- .'

~ vious technical support com-

mented on our scope of work -

asking for several more biolo'iﬁ .
. calsample stationsateachofthe
© seven

sites on the base.
NorthDiv, along with our con- -
tractor, ENSR, -put together a -
technical argument to support
our sampling positionand setup
a conference call to defend our

- position. -

.Not oﬁly_did'fhe conference

‘call not igl_well, we needed five

moretechnical meetingsand con-
ference calls to try to resolve

' this issue. Eventually, we de-

cided to table the issue for about
one week until the chemical sam-
pling data was available from .
the Phase Il remedial investiga-

tion. Armed with additional

information NorthDivand ENSR




at IR Site

- _ Environmental Risk Assessor

- Reserve Basin(NASJRB), Wil-
-low Grove, PA. Little did the
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Emplbyees. -Safe‘ }After;.Missingz--vtheé Pomt'

By Anneke Bﬁsh_' _—

Recently, a construction
company was contracted to
install a chain link security
fence onthesouthsideof Taxi-
way J atNaval Air Station Joint

crew know, however, that their- ~

starting point was off and that they were actually =~
beginningto install the fencethroughIR Site 5-the ~* S _ ‘
- - Results of a draft risk assessment performed in

former fire fighting trainingarea. - -

The crew began site preparationand started to -
dig holes for fence posts before the error was -
i s encroachment, the crew . -
sedtolow -
. concentrations of dioxins, metals,and PAHs. For- . .

- tunately, their activities were not deep enough to

discovered. Due tot
and equipment were inadvertently e

come into contact with contaminated groundwater,

. whichisthemore importantmedium of concern at

 thesite. : S :
After being informed of the situation by
NASJRB’s environmental de ent, NorthDiv’s -
Office of Counsel, Activity er,and Environ- -

-mental personnel quickly decided that the right
‘thing to do was to inform the contractor that this
work did bring the crew within the boundaries ofa -
site and to also alleviate any con-

contamina

ighthaveregarding possiblerisks from

cernsthey might hav ;
chemicals at the site. To that end, Jim Colter,.

-Wac ety ey <Gy

lI;IrogthD& - Remedial -
Project Manager
3 an({ ,Anneall(ge (gﬁM), o
¢ NorthDiv Risk Assessor,
metwiththe contractorrep-
resentative. - They ex-
plained the ramifications
& of (and the lack of human
# health risks associated
with) the exposure. “Also -
articipating were LCDR .
. Rick Taylorand Dana Jones -
from the ROICC office.
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‘1997 indicated that there are no unacceptable

_cancer or noncancer risks to construction workers,

the scenario that most closely approximates the

- worker’s exposure paramaters. .

- . While th]S scenario assumes that workers aré '
exposedfor30days, thecrewatNASIRBwasonly -

on site for a few days, thus reducing the ris
numbers even further. While several exposure
pathways were examined inthe riskassessment, the

- -risk numbers were largely driven by the ingestion

route of e\;:ro:su:etosurface soils. Indiscussing the
risk calculations, we were asked of what <480-
milligrams” of soil really amounts to. We used the

“analogy of 1 or 2 raisins. We also explained that

aworker would have to consume several timesthat -
amount (e.g., ingest dirt by the handful) to signifi-

cantly increase the probability of cancer or .
. noncancer health effects. (Continued on pagel5)

RAB Fosters Community Spirit at NWS
(Contimued from ffqnt page) o ' S
which was studying bio-assessment techniques,

could use the streams on the station for their field - -
studies. The Navy agreed. Data collected station-

wide for academic purposes have also benefited
‘the Navy and community. ~ . . :

" RAB members agreed with the Navy’s risk-
based cleanup-approach principle but felt that a
number of small sites could easily be eliminated.

They suggested that fewer studies should be con-
ducted in favor of more actual remediation. The

‘Navy hasacted on this recommendation by initiat-

ing several source area removal actions. Video

‘presentations are routinely shownatRABmettings

“of Decision

“to show community meribers the progress of work

underway. o ‘
The RAB has undoubtedly been a catalyst for

grogress at NWS Earle. ‘Since it was formed in

995, the Navy and EPA have signed four Records

(SKODS) covering 12 sites. The most

recent ROD concluded that no further action was

necessary at eight sites where removal actionshad -

been conducted. Favorable articles have been .

published following several RAB meetings and

" “upon the completion of a major, landﬁll—c%g B

El;;'ect. In 1998, the Commanding Officero

ereceived anaward from theMonmouthCo ,
government forhis personal commitment to Instal-
lation Restoration activities. - '



