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WAG lndim l-led Highway 
Indhn Head, Maqhnd 20640 

FAX 743-4 180 
Ms. Susan P, Adams, licad 
Safety Depalttnent 
Indian Head Division 
Navel Surface Warfare Center 
10 1 Strauss Avenue 
Yndian Head, MD 20640~5035 

November 27, 1996 

REP: IK Site 57 HECA 

Dear Ms. Adams: 

Following are my comments with respect to IR Site $7 IXCA as requested in your letter 
of November 18, 1996. 

CONC]LUSION: From the information provided and pending the results of the SW 
pilot-scale test (which was to have been done the first week of November 1996) SVE is 
recommended as the best. alternative for rcstora.tion of site 57, the former drum loading 
are& (TCE). Although from the options present,ctl the SVE appears to be the best it is not 
without risk and it is strongly urged that careful attent.ion bc given to site monitoring 
during the removal opcrat,ion, 

A. llulnanm1111~1. The Engineering Evrlua,tiorr Cost, Analysis (EE/CA) prepared by 
Brown & Root Environmental, October 1996 idcntilies on pilges 3-2 to 3-3 the potential 
for worker exposure to TCE. The report dots not mention what sel’eguards, if any, the 
contractor will t,ake to minimize the worker cxposurc during the removal action. 

Recommendation: Each employee or worker at the: site should be given and sign a 

statement as to the he&h risks involved. Appropriate clothing and 
decontamination procedures should be posted and monitored. 

B. s--tiQU. The Brown & Root reporl st,tltes on page 3-2 that 
“. .TCE may migrate from t.hc shallow subsurface.. .to deeper layers of soil and 
groundwater”. 
1. What steps are being taken to monitor this polential? 
2, Although the report may bi: correct in suggesting that. ‘Y~~LuI*c residential use is not 
considered likely” the potential migration to deeper soils hnd groundwater should be 
monitored. What plans are bciny taken to do this’? PleRsc provide specifics. 
3. ~hhough future residential use may not be considercd likely whit potential risk dots 
she contaanination of water impaundmcnt’s and soils have on the food chain and to the 
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wildlife in the area.? Specifically have any tests been done 011 the Jeer population and if the 
resident herd is culled-out fiotn time-to time is the meat considered safe for human 
consumption? 

c. Qthsx. 
1 .Over and above what may be considered the “health and safety” responsibilities of the 
contra.ct,or and the site review by EPA and ot.hcr agcncics, what overview will the 
NSWC’s Safety Department take? 
2. During the removal operation will any monitoring of air quality in the area be 
conducted7 By whom? Any monitoring should be done by un independent source (not the 
contrwtor). 
3, The RAB committee members were never given a.ny in-depth briefing as to the potential 
volatility or health risks that may resuh from exposure to the chemical TCE. Copies of the 
“Material Safety data Sheet” should be made available. 
4. Pago ES-1 of the Brown & Root report indicates a SVE pilot,-scale test, was scheduled 
for the first week in Novonbct-, 199$ to cva1uat.e IR site 57. It is suggested that. a 
summary of the results of this pilot test bc mailed to RAB members as soon as possible. 

Thtinks for the opportunity of commenting, Call mc if you have any questions. 

Elmer S. Biles 
283 6298 
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