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Environmental Assessment, Stronghold FreBEeRSSIFIED CONFBENHALARELTO-USA-ALS-CAN-anrd-GBR/MR
(U) (GHREL)- Table C-9, Air Sample Locations

[ Sam ple Flowrate
Number Sampling Location Date Duration (minutes) (liters/minute)

A-1 Observation Post on Berm (collocated with A-2) 28-Oct-01 250 0.411
A-2 Observation Post on Berm (collocated with A-1) 28-Oct-01 50 0.215
A-3 Manhole near Waste Pit (collocated with A-4) 28-Oct-01 51 0.205
A-4 Manhole near Waste Pit (collocated with A-3) 28-Oct-01 225 0.401
A-5 Waste Pit (near Soil Sample 1E) 28-Oct-01 5 0.21
A-6 Waste Pit (near Soil Sample 1F) 28-Oct-01 10 0.305
A-7 Waste Pit (near Soil Sample 1A) 28-Oct-01 25 0.403
A-8 Waste Pit (near Soil Sample 1C) 28-Oct-01 25 0.21
A-9 Field Blank 28-Oct-01 0 0
A-10 Tent City, Corner Tent 2 (same as A-33) 29-Oct-01 333 0.314
A-11 Inside Tent 2 29-Oct-01 285 0.217
A-12 Same as A-1, A-2 29-Oct-01 288 0.409
A-13 Collocated with A-13 29-Oct-01 284 0.209
A-14 Corner Tent 29 29-Oct-01 274 0.219
A-15 Field Blank 29-Oct-01 0 0
A-16 Unmanned Fighting Position in Berm 31-Oct-01 50 0.22
A-17 Collocated with A-16 31-Oct-01 25 0.401
A-18 Field Blank 31-Oct-01 0 0
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Environmental Assessment, Stronghold Freedom
(U) {GHREL)} Table C-9, Air Sample Locations

Sample Flowrate
Number Sampling Location Date Duration (minutes) (liters/minute)
A-19 Utility Pole in West end of Tent City 03-Nov-01 263 0.216
A-20 Fighting Position on Western Berm 3-Nov-01 266 0.214
A-21 Fighting Position on Northwestern Berm 3-Nov-01 262 0.207
Fighting Position - Northern Berm (parallel to western edge of visible
A-22 contamination in trench below) 3-Nov-01 254 0.405
Fighting position - Northeast berm (overlooking northern edge of waste
A-23 pit and eastern end of adjoining trench) 3-Nov-01 243 0.303
A-24 Utility Pole in East end of Tent City 3-Nov-01 248 0.399
A-25 Field Blank 3-Nov-01 0 0
Fighting Position - Northeast berm replacing OP on top of berm (A-1, A-

A-26 2 location) 12-Nov-01 250 0.406
A-27 Collocated with A-26 12-Nov-01 250 0.212
A-28 Same location as A-23 12-Nov-01 248 0.212
A-29 Collocated with A-28 12-Nov-01 246 0.411
A-30 Same location as A-22 12-Nov-01 244 0.22
A-31 Corner "LA" Tent just west of Pentagon Road 12-Nov-01 240 0.329
A-32 Corner Tent 59 Tent City 12-Nov-01 250 0.205
A-33 Corner Tent 2 (same as A-10) 12-Nov-01 242 0.213
A-34 Top of Tent City Bunker 1 Fighting Position 12-Nov-01 239 0.407
A-35 Field Blank 12-Nov-01 0 0
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A-35

A-32 A-33 A-34 FIELD BLANK

<1. <1 <. < 0.002 pg abs.ftube
<1, <1, =4, < 0,002 g abs.tube
= 1 <1, <1 < 0.002 pg abs./tube
e O e o [NEE < 0.002 ug abs /tube
<. < 1. <1, < 0.002 pg abs./tube
<. <1, <1. < 0.002 pg abs./tube
<1, <1, <1, < (.002 pg abs./tube
<. <1, <. < (0,002 pg abs /tube
<1, <1, <1, < 0.002 pg abs.ftube
<1 <1. <1. < 0.002 pg abs./tube
<1 <1 <1 < 0.002 pg abs.tube
< 1. <1, <1, < 0.002 pg abs./tube
<1, <1 <1 < 0.002 pg abs./ftube
<1, <. <1, < (.002 pg abs.tube
<1 <1. <1 < 0.002 pg abs.ftube
<1, <1, <1, < 0.002 pg abs./tube
<1. <1, <1, < 0.002 pg abs /tube
<01 | 024 0.1 < (1.002 pg abs.ftube
<1, <1, <1. < 0.002 pg abs tube
< 1. <1. <1. < 0.002 pg abs./ftube
< 1. <1 <1 < 0.002 pg abs./lube
<1, <1, < 1. < 0.002 pg abs.tube
<1, <1 < 1. < 0.002 pg abs./tube
< 1. <1 <1 < 0.002 pg abs./tube
<1 <1 <1 < 0.002 pg abs./tube
< <1, <1 < 0.002 pg abs./tube
< 1. <1, <1 < 0.002 pg abs./tube
< 1. <1, < 1. < 0.002 pg abs Mtube
<1, <1, <1, < (.002 pg abs.tube
<1 <1, | =% < 0.002 pg abs./tube
<1. <. <1 < 0.002 pg abs./ftube
<1, <1, <1. < 0.002 pg abs.Aube
<1, <1, <. < 0.002 pg abs /tube
<1 <1. < 1. < 0.002 pg abs./tube
<1 <1 <1 < 0.002 pg abs./tube
<1, <1 <1. < 0.002 pg abs./tube
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(U)4SHREL) APPENDIX D

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS
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(USHREL) APPENDIX E
SAMPLING LOCATIONS

E-1
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(U4SHREL) APPENDIX F

Local Communications

1) (U) c4REL CHPPM-Europe Memorandum. "Environmental Health Risk for “Pentagon™
Area of Stronghold Freedom." 14 November 2001.

2) (U) ($4#REL) CHPPM-Europe Memorandum, "Medical Opinion on Environmental Sampling
Results from Berm Trench Area, Stronghold Freedom, Karshi-Khanabad Airfield,
Uzbekistan." 18 November 2001.

3) (U) 8#REL) CHPPM-Europe Memorandum, " Interim Environmental Health Risk
Assessment for Asbestos Roof Tiles, Stronghold Freedom, Karshi-Khanabad Airfield.
Uzbekistan," 18 November 2001,

4) (U) Rampart (local Stronghold publication) Article, " CHPPM-Europe Team Checks the
Environment at Stronghold Freedom," 20 November 2001.
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MCHB-AE-M 14 November 2001

MEMORANDUM THRU Commander, Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine —
Europe (CHPPM-Europe) /original initialed/

FOR Commander, JSOTF, Stronghold Freedom
Commander, Corps Support Group, Stronghold Freedom

SUBJECT: (U) ¢c#REL) Environmental Health Risk for “Pentagon” area of Stronghold
Freedom

(U) REFERENCES:

(a) DoD Directive 6490.2, “Joint Medical Surveillance,” August 30, 1997

(b) DoD Instruction 6490.3, “Implementation and Application of Joint Medical Surveillance for
Deployments,” August 7, 1997

(¢) Joint Staff Memorandum MCM-251-98, “Deployment Health Surveillance and Readiness.”
04 December 1998

(d) National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements, Report No. 65 Management of
Persons Accidentally Contaminated with Radionuclides, January 31, 1993

(¢) American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, Threshold Limit Values for
Chemical Substances and Physical Agents and Biological Exposure Indices, 2001

(f) Proctor NH, Hughes JP, Fischman ML, Chemical Hazards of the Workplace, 1988

(g) Code of Federal Regulations, Title 29, Part 1910.1001, Asbestos

(h) U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine, USACHPPM Reference
Document (RD) 230 — Chemical Exposure Guidelines for Deployed Military Personnel
(Review Draft), August 2001

1. (U) ¢&#REL) This memorandum provides a medical opinion to date regarding environmental
contaminants found in the “pentagon” area (possibly a former SAM site) of Stronghold Freedom.
It is cautioned that this opinion is subject to change since the sampling and analysis of the area is
still ongoing.

2. (U) ¢€cHREL) The findings to date in this area include:

a. (U) ¢(&#REE) Uranium scattered throughout the area (in pellets, discrete pockets of
yellow residue, and finely distributed throughout the soil) — The uranium appears to
be milled, perhaps a product or by-product of the uranium enrichment process.
Characterization of the isotopic ratios present in the pellets removed from the area is
still ongoing. Testing to date implies that the uranium is not depleted uranium but
rather an enriched product.

b. (U) (e4REL} Asbestos — Chrysotile asbestos was found in a bulk sample taken from
missile debris in the area. The asbestos was present in the material at 5%, thus
classifying it as an asbestos-containing material. It is possible and likely that asbestos
fibers are present to some degree in the soil of this area.
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3. (U) €&#REL) The uranium in the soil poses two possible hazards.

a. (U) (E#REL) First, uranium is radioactive. The exact ratios of the isotopes present
have not yet been determined: results are expected shortly. Regardless, uranium
isotopes have relatively small specific activity: the amount of radioactivity (alpha,
beta, and gamma) is small. Externally, the uranium poses negligible health risk. The
health risk comes with inhalation of airborne uranium, thus allowing the low-level
radiation to be internalized and possible heavy metal toxicity to ensue (see below).
Health effects do not occur without exposure to the dangerous entity. For every
doubling of the distance from a radioactive source, the amount of radioactivity
present at that distance is quartered (inverse square law). Given the distance of the
nearest soldiers to the pentagon area (atop the adjacent berm), it is unlikely that the
soldiers are receiving a dose of radioactivity that is above the baseline level.
Dosimetry measurements will be done at the fighting positions shortly.

b. (U) ¢c#REL) Second, uranium itself is a heavy metal. When inhaled in sufficient
quantities, the kidneys may be affected. The effect upon the Kidneys is dose-
dependent. Small doses may be entirely removed from the body without consequence
through its natural defense mechanisms. Larger doses may overcome the body’s
natural clearance mechanisms, resulting in effects upon the kidney that are detectable
in the urine or blood; these effects are inconsequential and reversible. Even larger
doses, however, may cause damage to the kidney that results in disease. The
American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) has adopted a
threshold limit value (TLV) of 0.2 milligrams per cubic meter of air. Below this
level, changes in kidney function would not be expected when exposed below this
level for 8 hours per day. 40 hours per week, for 30 years. It is unlikely that airborne
uranium is present at the fighting positions, especially at levels approaching the TLV.
Air monitoring for uranium will begin upon receipt of equipment from Europe.

4. (U) ¢(cHREL) Asbestos is a known human cancer-causing agent (lung, gastrointestinal tract).
The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and the ACGIH have set a standard
of 0.1 fibers of asbestos per cubic centimeter of air as a permissible exposure limit (PEL) and
TLV, respectively. Below this level, the cancer rate (in excess of the population baseline rate) is
at an “acceptable” level. An acceptable level in the occupational setting has been set at one in
one thousand (this number is probably greater for asbestos — reference not currently available).
This means that one in one thousand individuals exposed to asbestos at the PEL may be expected
to develop cancer specifically attributed to exposure to asbestos. However, given that the soil
load of asbestos is probably low and that the berm is a distance away from the contaminated soil,
there is probably not a detectable amount of airborne asbestos in any exposure pathway available
to soldiers at the berm positions. Air monitoring is currently being done to definitively
characterize any exposure to asbestos in the fighting positions.

5. (U) (E#REL) Soldiers that may be exposed to the uranium and asbestos are those soldiers that
man the fighting positions atop the berm adjacent to the pentagon area. These soldiers typically
man the fighting positions for 3 hours at a time, and then rotate to a different position. In
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- addition, soldiers/airmen that patrol the berm road may be intermittently exposed as they
transverse the road adjacent to the pentagon. Given this exposure time, it is reasonable to use the
ACGIH TLV, OSHA PEL, and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulations as "safe"

levels.

6. (U) (eH#REL) Ongoing CHPPM activities:

a.

N

Definition of the boundary of radioactive soil

Air monitoring for asbestos in the adjacent fighting positions

Air monitoring for uranium in the adjacent fighting positions
Radioactive dosimetry measurements in the adjacent fighting positions
Characterization of the type of uranium found in the soil

7. (U) ¢e#REE) Recommendations to Stronghold Freedom:

a.

(U) ¢cH#REL) A carefully planned yet aggressive risk communication program —
Although the health effects of the radioactivity, chemical uranium, and the asbestos are
likely to be nonexistent, the perception of a grave health risk is likely to be present
among the stronghold population. Involve professional risk communicators (CHPPM has
this capability).

(U) ¢c#REL) Declare the pentagon area to be off-limits. Properly mark and cordon the
area.

(U) €eH4REL) Consider methods to keep the dust level to a minimum (i.e., dust that could
originate from the pentagon area). For example, gravel or pave the berm road adjacent to
the pentagon. Consider capping the area with clean soil. If this is done, the current soil
should not be disturbed; simply lay and compact soil over the top of the existing topsoil.

8. (U) This memorandum represents an interim assessment. As further data becomes available,
modifications of this assessment may be necessary.
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9. (U) POC is the undersigned.
loriginal signed/

William A. Rice

LTC, MC

Occupational & Environmental
Medicine Physician
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MCHB-AE-M 18NOVO01
MEMORANDUM THRU Commander, USACHPPM-Europe /original initialed/
FOR Commander, Corps Support Group, Stronghold Freedom

SUBJECT: (U) (S#REEL) Medical Opinion on Environmental Sampling Results from Berm
Trench Area, Stronghold Freedom, Karshi-Khanabad Airfield, Uzbekistan

(U) REFERENCES:

(a) U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine. Technical Guide 230
Chemical Exposure Guidelines for Deployed Military Personnel (Final Review Draft),
August 2001

(b) Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry. Toxicological Profile for Jet Fuels (JP-5
and JP-8), August 1998

(c) Proctor NH, Hughes JP, Fischman ML. Chemical Hazards of the Workplace (2 Ed.), 1988

(i) American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, 7hreshold Limit Values for
Chemical Substances and Physical Agents and Biological Exposure Indices, 2001

(d) DoD Directive 6490.2, Joint Medical Surveillance, August 30, 1997

(¢) DoD Instruction 6490.3, Implementation and Application of Joint Medical Surveillance for
Deployments, August 7, 1997

(f) Joint Staff Memorandum MCM-251-98, Deployment Health Surveillance and Readiness, 04
December 1998

(g) U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine, USACHPPM Reference
Document (RD) 230 — Chemical Exposure Guidelines for Deployed Military Personnel
(Review Draft), August 2001

1. (U) ¢c#RELy CHPPM-EUR was tasked to evaluate the environmental health implications of
unknown contamination found in a trench that was being used as a source for building an
adjacent earthen berm at Stronghold Freedom. This memorandum highlights abnormalities
found in environmental samples obtained to date and provides a medical opinion regarding
potential health effects of these abnormalities in soldiers deployed to Stronghold Freedom. It is
cautioned that this opinion is subject to change since the sampling and analysis of the area is still
ongoing.

2. (U) ¢cH#REEL) ABNORMAL FINDINGS: The following results exceeded known standards.

a. (U) (&4REL Soil:

(1) Sample 1F2-2 (within the trench, two meters deep), naphthalene = 227 mg/kg (long-term
soil MEG = 220 mg/kg)

(2) Sample 2A2 (immediately on other side of berm from the trench, 2 meters deep), total xylene
=270 mg/kg (long-term soil MEG = 210 mg/kg)

(3) Sample 2B2 (immediately on other side of berm from the trench, 2 meters deep), total xylene
=270 mg/kg (long-term soil MEG = 210 mg/kg)
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(U) ¢c#REL) NOTE: Soil samples beginning with “1” are from the grossly contaminated pit.
After the pit is filled in with “clean” soil, the source of these samples will be deep within the
ground and thus not immediately available as a viable route of exposure. Air sampling in this
area will be performed again to ensure that the soil cap is adequately containing the contaminants
deep within the soil.

(U) teH#RER) NOTE: Methylene chloride was found in samples 2A35 and 2B35 in appreciable
amounts (240 and 230 mg/kg, respectively). No soil MEG is published for methylene chloride.
Due to its known toxic effects when exposed via air, it was imperative to ensure that methylene
chloride was not present in the air in the vicinity of the contaminated soil. Air sampling in the
vicinity did not detect the presence of methylene chloride or xylene.

b. (U) (cHREL Air:

(1) Sample A-5 (within trench), kerosene fraction (C6-C10) = 14.63 mg/m3 (ATSDR MRL for
JP-5 and JP-8 = 3 mg/m3)

(2) Sample A-6 (within trench), kerosene fraction (C6-C10) = 63.55 mg/m3 (ATSDR MRL for
JP-5 and JP-8 = 3 mg/m3)

(3) Sample A-6 (within trench), propylbenzene = 1.1 mg/m3 (long-term air MEG = .025 mg/m3)

(4) Sample A-6 (within trench), 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene = 4.3 (long-term air MEG = 3.06
mg/m3)

(5) Sample A-6 (within trench), naphthalene = 1.2 mg/m3 (long-term air MEG = .0071 mg/m3)

(6) Sample A-7 (within trench), kerosene fraction (C6-C10) = 3.69 mg/m3 (ATSDR MRL for
JP-5 and JP-8 = 3 mg/m3)

(7) Sample A-8 (within trench), kerosene fraction (C6-C10) = 33.01 mg/m3 (ATSDR MRL for
JP-5 and JP-8 = 3 mg/m3)

(8) Sample A-16 (unmanned fighting position, abandoned due to odor, sampled shortly after
digging), kerosene fraction (C6-C10) = 11 mg/m3 (ATSDR MRL for JP-5 and JP-8 =3
mg/m3)

(9) Sample A-17 (unmanned fighting position, abandoned due to odor, sampled shortly after

digging), kerosene fraction (C6-C10) = 11 mg/m3 (ATSDR MRL for JP-5 and JP-8 =3
mg/m3)

¢. (U) ¢cHREL) Water: Water was sampled from a puddle at the bottom of the contaminated
trench. This sampling revealed several striking abnormalities consistent with jet fuel
contamination. Now that the trench has been filled in with “clean” soil, these results are
irrelevant to soldier exposures.

3. (U) ¢cH#REEL) CONCLUSIONS:

a. (C//REL) The contaminant present in the pit adjacent to the berm is consistent with
kerosene-based jet fuel, similar to JP-5. ATSDR has published a toxicological profile
on jet fuels JP-5 and JP-8. Given that these jet fuel formulations are made to
American and NATO military specifications, it is unlikely that either of these fuels
are the contaminant since the contaminant is likely to be a product of the Soviet era.
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However, it is clear that the contaminant is a kerosene-based jet fuel and that it is
reasonable to use JP-5 and JP-8 toxicology data and health-based exposure limits
formulated by ATSDR to address the potential health effects from exposure to the jet
fuel at Stronghold Freedom.

b. (U) (#REL) ATSDR’s Minimal Risk Level (MRL) for JP-5 and JP-8 is 3 mg/m? for
a period of continuous exposure of 15-364 days. [This level is based upon a LOAEL
(lowest observable adverse effect level) resulting in hepatocellular fatty changes and
vacuolization in mice. The MRL was formulated by adjusting for human alveolar
ventilation rate and by incorporating uncertainty factors for interspecies variability,
intraspecies variability, and for the use of a LOAEL rather than a NOAEL (no
observed adverse effect level).] Several air samples within and very near the
contaminated pit revealed kerosene fractions that exceed the MRL. Once the pit is
filled in with clean soil, it is likely that air monitoring will then reveal greatly reduced
airborne concentrations of kerosene. Soldiers at fighting positions in this area are
being rotated to other distant fighting positions every 1-3 hours, thus minimizing
exposure to airborne jet fuel components. In the absence of acute symptoms
(headache, lightheadedness, difficulty concentrating), it is unlikely that soldiers
exposed to the current level of airborne jet fuel vapors at short intervals will
experience exposure-related health problems now or in the future. Having air
sampling results that are below the MRL means that it is extremely unlikely to see
adverse health effects when the exposure to jet fuel vapor is less than one year in
duration.

¢. (U) ¢(6H#REL) The current, natural protective cap of soil over the contaminated areas
below tent city is adequate to keep airborne vapors from the contamination to very
low levels. The health risk from these vapors is negligible.

d. (U) (cHREL) The MRL will be exceeded when soldiers/airmen manually dig into the
contaminated soil. Samples A-16 and A-17 illustrate this point. Both of these
samples were taken from a freshly dug fighting position. Soldiers/airmen in the
resulting hole will be exposed above the MRL and are likely to experience acute,
reversible effects such as headache, dizziness, and decreased concentration.

4. (U) ¢c#REL RECOMMENDATIONS:

a. (U) ¢6#REL) Risk communication — develop and implement a plan for
communicating to the soldiers and airmen that summarizes our findings and
conclusions in a manner consistent with effective environmental risk communication
principles.

b. (U) (4REL) After the pit has been filled in with clean soil, conduct air monitoring
for organic compounds over the filled-in pit to ensure that the soil cap preventive
countermeasure is effective in reducing airborne exposures to soil-based jet fuel.
This sampling is currently underway.

¢. (U) ¢c#REL) Disallow digging into soil contaminated with jet fuel (Tent city and
areas on other side of berm around tent city). Include this in the risk communication
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plan, along with recommendations for personal protective equipment when manual

digging must be done.

d. (U) c4REL When digging must be done, it is recommended that the resulting
hole/trench be filled back in at the earliest opportunity. If digging is to be done
manually, then the following personal protective equipment is recommended:

(1) Half- or full-face respirator with organic vapor cartridge and HEPA filter. The
M40 mask meets this requirement. If the M40 mask is used, it is recommended
that the cartridge/filter be changed when the digging work is complete so that the
mask will be fully functional in case of chemical agent attack.

(2) Tyvek suit with Saranex coating

(3) Nitrile gloves (or similar impermeable gloves)

(4) Rubberized overboots

5. (U) This memorandum represents an interim assessment. As further data becomes available,
modifications of this assessment may be necessary.

6. (U) POC is the undersigned.

loriginal signed/

William A. Rice
LTC, MC
Occupational & Environmental Medicine Physician

CF: JSOTF Surgeon
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(UHSHREL) Final Environmental Site Characterization and Operational Health Risk Assessment, Stronghold Freedom, Karshi
Khanabad Airfield, Uzbekistan, 27 October — 27 November 2001

MCHB-AE-M 18 November 2001

MEMORANDUM THRU Commander, Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine —
Europe (CHPPM-Europe) /original initialed/
FOR Commander, Corps Support Group, Stronghold Freedom

SUBJECT: (U) (S4#REL) Interim Environmental Health Risk Assessment for Asbestos Roof
Tiles, Stronghold Freedom, Karshi-Khanabad Airfield, Uzbekistan

(U) REFERENCES:

a. DoD Directive 6490.2, “Joint Medical Surveillance,” August 30, 1997

b. DoD Instruction 6490.3, “Implementation and Application of Joint Medical Surveillance
for Deployments,” August 7, 1997

¢. Joint Staff Memorandum MCM-251-98, “Deployment Health Surveillance and
Readiness,” 04 December 1998

d. American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, Threshold Limit Values for
Chemical Substances and Physical Agents and Biological Exposure Indices, 2001

e. Proctor NH, Hughes JP, Fischman ML, Chemical Hazards of the Workplace, 1988

f. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 29, Part 1910.1001, Asbestos

1. (U) ¢&#REL) This memorandum provides a medical opinion to date regarding asbestos in
roof tiles at Stronghold Freedom. It is cautioned that this opinion is subject to change since the
sampling and analysis of this issue is still ongoing.

2. (U) €€#REL) The findings to date with this issue include:
a. Bulk sample, roof tile taken from gazebo in front of PX, within orchard - material
consists of 10% chrysotile asbestos
b. Several areas of the Stronghold are littered with broken asbestos roof tiles.
¢. Bulk sample, wall coating taken from backblast area of Forward Surgical Team
hangar - no asbestos found.

3. (U) (e4#REL CONCLUSIONS:

a. Corrugated roof tiles at Stronghold Freedom are asbestos-containing materials. Some
of these tiles are broken; there is a possibility that the broken tiles could be releasing
asbestos into the air. Air sampling for asbestos in the vicinity of the gazebo and the
PX has concluded; results are pending.

b. Broken asbestos tiles on the ground in some areas of the Stronghold pose a possible
risk of airborne exposure to asbestos.

¢. The hangars pose no risk of asbestos exposure from the wall coating in the backblast
dareas.

4. (U) (cHREL RECOMMENDATIONS:
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(U) (CHREL) APPENDIX G

OPERATIONAL RISK MANAGEMENT ESTIMATE TABLES

G-1
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(U) {SHREL) APPENDIX G. OPERATIONAL RISK ESTIMATE SUMMARY
TABLE
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(U) 654#REL) Final Environmental Site Characterization and Operational Health Risk Assessment, Stronghold Freedom, Karshi Khanabad Airfield, Uzbekistan, 27 October — 27

November 2001
(U) ¢€€4RER) Table G-1. OEH Risk Summary and Recommended Controls
: : Hazard Ranking Operan‘onal K Potential Health Outcome
Chemical Environmental Estimate Coitrol
Hazard Media Hazard Hazard Hazard Risk Confidence During After o
Type | Probability | Severity Level Deployment Deployment
Irritation to eyes,
skin; fatigue, Minimize soil
Methylene ; Health ; e : weakness, Lo
Chloride Soil Threat Unlikely Negligible Low Medium lightheadedsiess, Cancer contact,_llmn soil
e Boviiac iy excavation.
extremities.
Respiratory irritation, Dermiatitis
lightheadedness, Evarand E
nausea, headache, kidne
confusion, ataxia, d Y
A amage, G ik ;
) _ Health _ weakness, dizziness, S Minimize soil
Xylenes (mixed) Soil Threat Unlikely Negligible Low Medium vomiting, - contact, limit soil
incoordination, loss o rﬁductivé excavation.
of appetite, tremors, arlI:i
disturbed vision, develonmental
salivation, difficulty effeclsp
breathing. i
[rritation of skin, zf)::lan:: zﬁ:::: Isoi]
m eyes, nose, and 2
,},’2.’4 Soil gas Hicalth Seldom Marginal Low Medium throat, bronchitis, Anemia excavaqon. 1
rimethylbenzene Threat ; ‘ excavation must
drowsiness, fatigue,
B be conducted, use
: PPE and monitor.
;E}]:‘at]:?:;;fcyes’ Minimize soil
resp;rator}; St Bone marrow | contact, limit soil
Benzene Soil gas ]—!ealth Seldom Marginal Low Medium weakness/exhaustion; depress‘mn, saaavation, i
TI'hreat it TiiReh leukemia, excavation must
Fatigue k’,ss F g cancer be conducted, use
appetite, staggered BEL Sndidonithr,
G-2
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(U) (54#REL) Final Environmental Site Characterization and Operational Health Risk Assessment, Stronghold Freedom, Karshi Khanabad Airfield, Uzbekistan, 27 October — 27

November 2001

Chemical

Environmental

Hazard Ranking

Operational Risk
Estimate

Potential Health Outcome

Hazard Media Hazard Hazard Hazard Risk Chiifideies During After Cantrals
Type [ Probability | Severity Level Deployment Deployment
oail, dermatitis.
Irritation of eyes Minietilze spil
. e, contact, limit soil
Health Skin, anueous excavation, If
Ethylbenzene Soil gas Seldom Marginal Low Medium membranes; Cancer il
Threat h 308 excavation must
eadache, dermatitis, b i disited. ik
rebaia i PPE and monitor.
Respiratory irritation, 2
lightheadedness, i b
nausea, headache, s T ,
; : kidney Minimize soil
confusion, ataxia, R
Weaknass, disstness damage, contact, limit soil
voisid 5 Health ; i e * | cardiac excavation. If
Xylenes (mixed) | Soil gas Seldom Marginal Low Medium | vomiting, : ;
Threat Eor Tt arrhythmias, excavation must
; A reproductive be conducted, use
of appetite, tremors, ;
: A and PPE and monitor.
disturbed vision,
it e developmental
salivation, difficulty
; effects.
breathing.
Irritation of eyes, Mihimize soil
n]c:.s. e_, throat, and contact, limit soil
: Health ” S CT.QS excavation. If
Propylbenzene Soil gas Seldom Marginal Low Medium | depression, b S
Threat oot ettt excavation must
siileg g::.nerai be conducted, use
anesthetic effects. PPE and monitor.
Vomiting, abdominal
pafin, disrrhica, Conduct periodic
Health heacacht, el CNS and liver | monitoring if
Boron Water Frequent | Negligible | Moderate | Medium | restlessness, et
Threat effects. used for drinking
weakness, water 0s€s
convulsions, skin pup £
rash, liver effects,
1,2.4- Ambient air Health | Occasional | Negligible Low Low [rritation of skin, Anemia Continue to
G-3
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(U) (S#REL) Final Environmental Site Characterization and Operational Health Risk Assessment, Stronghold Freedom, Karshi Khanabad Airfield. Uzbekistan, 27 October — 27

November 2001

Hazard Ranking

Operational Risk

Potential Health Outcome

Chemical Environmental Estimate Syl
Hazard Media Hazard Hazard Hazard Risk Confidence During After - g
Type | Probability | Severity Level Deployment Deployment
Trimethylbenzene Threat eyes, nose, and monitor ambient
throat, bronchitis, air.
drowsiness, fatigue,
nausea.
Mitigate health
threat by paving
or graveling dirt
roads, wet down
i berms and dirt
Health Irr_ltaunn of ex8s, areas during
PMg Ambient air Likely Marginal | Maoderate Low skin, throat, and " £
Threat respiratory system periods of high
J winds, use dust
masks il
necessary.
Continue
monitoring.
Headache,
Kerosene Health :;Eg:ajéﬁzd;z?; las Continue to
Fraction Ambient Air QOccasional | Negligible Low Low dinati d d monitor ambient
(JP-5/JP-8) Threat zl?or ination, an i
ifficulty
concentrating,
G-4
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Khanabad Airfield, Uzbekistan, 27 October — 27 November 2001

(U) APPENDIX H

HANTAVIRUS SURVEY RESULTS

H-1
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MCHB-AE-EN (40-5f)

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Stronghold Freedom, Attention: Preventive
Medicine Detachment

SUBJECT: (U) CHPPM Europe Report on laboratory testing of submitted rodent
specimens for presence of Hantavirus infection

1. (U) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: There is very little health risk from the presence
of the tested Hantavirus strains Tula, Puumala, Hantaan, and Dobrava provided no
processing failures occurred before and during shipment (see paragraph 5a.) and
the sampling was representative (see paragraph 5b.). A rodent control program
should be implemented to prevent other potential rodent borne health risks.
Procedures for blood sampling should be improved as described in paragraph 7.

2. (U) PROCESSING OF SPECIMENS. Box with specimens arrived at CHPPM-EUR
on the morning of 12 Dec 2001. The dry ice fill was still in good shape. Decision to use
the State of Baden-Wiirttemberg health office laboratory at Stuttgart was made within 30
minutes. Security measures concerning origin of samples (e.g., location) was maintained
throughout the entire process. Location information provided to the laboratory included
only a general region of the world, specifically Central Asia, to ensure proper primers
could be prepared. Box with specimens was then hand carried to Stuttgart lab and
specimens were immediately placed in freezer. Preparation of first specimen for PCR
analysis started the same day.

3. (U) LABORATORY METHODS. Enclosure 1 provides laboratory methodology.
4. (U) RESULTS.
a. All results of the PCR analysis are summarized by field identification number

on Table H-1 (next page). No positive samples were found in any of the submitted
specimens.
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Table H-1. (U) Hantavirus PCR Test Results - Stronghold Freedom.

Trap Date PCR Tula PCR Puumala PCR Hantaan Dobrava PCR
4 30-Nov-01 neg Neg neg neg
18 30-Nov-01 neg Neg neg neg
25 30-Nov-01 neg Neg neg neg
32 1-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
40 1-Dec-01 neg Neg neg _neg
43 1-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
50 1-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
55 1-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
64 3-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
70 3-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
71 3-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
84 3-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
90 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
91 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
93 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
94 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
96 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
98 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
99 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg

100 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
102 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
104 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg.
108 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
110 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
111 4-Dec-01 _neg Neg neg neg
115 4-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
118 4-Dec-01 _neg Neg neg neg
120 7-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
122 7-Dec-01 neg  Neg neg neg
123 7-Dec-01 _neg Neg neg neg
124 7-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
125 7-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
128 7-Dec-01 _neg Neg neg neg
130 | 7-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
132 7-Dec-01 _neg Neg neg neg
133 7-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
135 7-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
138 7-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
151 9-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
152 9-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
155 9-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
157 9-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
159 9-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
161 9-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
162 9-Dec-01 neg Neg _neg neg
163 9-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
172 9-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
178 9-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
179 9-Dec-01 neg Neg neg neg
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5. (U) DISCUSSION.

a. (U) Reliability of results. During laboratory processing, all measures were
taken to ensure the target RNA was not destroyed or inhibited. Positive controls were
obtained in each gel run. Processing of the specimen prior to arrival at CHPPM-EUR,
however, was out of our control. For example, if trapped mice were left unrefrigerated or
frozen over a period of more than 24 hrs after killing them, the target RNA could already
have been inactivated before shipment, thus creating false negatives. CHPPM-EUR can
not accept any responsibility for such potential deviations from the protocol.

b. (U) Statistical Significance. A total of 49 mice can only be considered
statistically significant and representative sampling if it covered a relatively small area or
a uniform mouse habitat. Hantavirus has been shown to occur in quite small foci. If the
49 specimens were collected from diverse habitats over a larger area, such small foci may
not have been sampled. Responsibility for representative sampling is with the personnel
performing the sampling.

¢. (U) Significance of antibody screening results. The two positive serology
results indicate only that Hantavirus strain Hantaan has been present in the area where the
two mice were trapped. It allows no conclusion on the actual infection status of the mice.
This can only be confirmed by tissue testing , preferably lung tissue, or by virus isolation.
In this case, repeated PCR testing indicated that no actual infection was existing in the
trapped mice with positive serology results.

d. (U) Risk assessment. If no processing failures have occurred and the sampling
was representative, the risk for presence of the tested Hantavirus strains Tula, Puumala,
Hantaan, and Dobrava in the sampling area is very low. Results also indicate that
Hantavirus has been in the area and may still be existing in mouse populations not tested.
If soldiers move into areas which have not been representatively sampled, a higher
Hantavirus risk may exist.

6. (U) CONCLUSION. Provided all protocols were followed, there is very little health
risk and Stronghold Freedom personnel do not need to implement any special Hantavirus
protection measures at this time. Antibody screening results indicate that Hantavirus has
been in the area and may still be existing in mouse populations not tested. If there is any
doubt with respect to proper processing of the dead mice that would have generated false
negatives or questions regarding the statistical significance of sampling, Stronghold
Freedom personnel should comply with recommendations provided in Enclosure 2 as a
precautionary measure.

7. (U) RECOMMENDATIONS. Ensure Hantavirus sampling protocols are followed to
exclude false negatives as discussed above. If there is any doubt regarding the validity of
this sampling by field personnel, ensure personnel are properly trained on Hantavirus
protection measures as outlined in Appendix A. Implement a professional rodent control
program to minimize other potential health risks from large rodent populations. In the
future, blood samples should be centrifuged and only sera be shipped in frozen stage. If a
centrifuge is not available. whole blood samples should be shipped in non-frozen stage.
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Enclosure 1

LABORATORY METHODS
As provided by Rainer Oehme, lab manager Stuttgart.

(U) For detection of Hanta-Virus in rodents, RNA was extracted from homogenized lung
tissues by the acid guanidinium thiocyanate-phenol-chloroform method (Chomczynski
and Sacchi 1987; Boom et al. 1990).

(U) The Reverse Transcription was performed with the Primer described by Schmaljohn
et al. 1985).

(U) Hantavirus RNA was detected by RT-PCR with a genus-reactive S-segment primer
pair (S1-S2) as described (Sibold et al. 1995).

(U) RT-primer: 5>TAGTAGTAGACTCC<3' (Schmaljohn et al. 1985)
first PCR: Hantavirus specific primer pair: (Sibold et al. 1995)

S1: 5>CCAAGTGG(AG)CA(AG)AC(AT)GC(AT)GA(CT)TGG<3'
S2: 5>CTGAG(CT)TCAGG(AG)TCCAT(AG)TC(AG)TC<3'

(U) For the species-specific detection three nested primer pairs were used:

(U) nested PCR: Tula specific primer pair: (Sibold et al. 1999)
MaS4F: S>CATCACAGG(GC)(CT)TGCACTTGCAAT<3'
MaS5C: 5>TCCTGAGGCTGCAAGGTCAA<3'

(U) nested PCR: Puumala specific primer pair: (Sibold et al. 1995)
PSIn: 5>ATGGAAAA(AG)GA(AG)TGCCC(AC)TT<3'
PS2n: 5>ACCAT(CT)TC(CT)TT(GT)CCCCATTC<3'

(U) nested PCR: Hantaan specific primer pair: (Xiao et al. 1994)
DS2: 5>TC(AC)AC(AT)GCCTCTTTTCCCCAG<3'
S 598: 5>ATGAAGGCAGAAGAGATTACACC(AT)GG<3'

(U) The amplified products were sequenced with the genetic analizer ABI
Prism 310

(U) Antibody screening:

(U) The rodent sera were tested by an ELISA for human sera (Progen Art.Nr. 911179:
Hanta-Virus Puumala IgG) and (Progen Art.Nr. 903179 Hanta-Virus Hantaan IgG) with a
peroxidase-labeled anti-mouse antibody (The Binding Site, Code: AP271).

The variations in the test are also described by Bowen et al. 1997 and Niklasson et al.
1995
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significant numbers of rodents may be encountered in barns, feed bins, or other structures in and
around the stables. If rodent contamination is encountered, adequate precautions should be taken
to limit access to the contaminated areas until proper inspection, cleanup and decontamination
can be performed (see Chapters 6, 7 and 9).

(U) CHAPTER 6
PROTECTION FOR PERSONNEL INSPECTING OR WORKING IN
RODENT-CONTAMINATED BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES

1. (U) Many rodents naturally seek food and shelter in buildings and other structures on military
installations. Available food is always an attractant, whether the building is occupied or vacant.
Frequently used buildings on the cantonment, such as offices, clinics and hospitals, and other
administrative facilities, are usually infested with commensal rodents, primarily the house
mouse, Mus musculus, and/or the Norway rat, Rattus norvegicus. Neither of these two species
has been implicated as a reservoir of hantaviruses causing Hantavirus Pulmonary Syndrome in
the United States, but Norway rats may serve as reservoirs of Seoul virus, both in CONUS and in
overseas areas. Warehouses, bunkers, and other storage facilities may be subject to infestation by
both commensal and field rodents. Because it is not always possible for workers to determine
which species of rodents are infesting buildings and structures, certain precautions should be
taken to prevent hantavirus infection.

2. (U) Some occupational workers on the installation may infrequently come in contact with
rodent-contaminated buildings or structures. Most such contact will be incidental but,
occasionally, heavily-contaminated areas may be encountered. If visible signs of rodent
infestations are present (droppings, dead rodents, nesting materials), then the worker should
leave the building and request that an inspection team evaluate the contaminated site.

a. (U) Workers should be informed about the symptoms of hantavirus and be given
detailed guidance on preventive measures. Information should include how to recognize rodent
infestations or contamination.

b. (U) Workers who develop a febrile or respiratory illness within 435 days of the last
exposure to rodent-infested or contaminated areas should seek medical attention immediately
and inform the attending physician of the potential occupational risk of hantavirus infection.

¢. (U) The following personal protective measures should be taken:

(1) (U) Coveralls, work shoes or boots, and gloves should always be worn, not only to
protect the individual from rodent contamination, but from other environmental contaminants as
well.

(2) (U) If working in confined spaces (e.g., crawl spaces under buildings), goggles should
be worn.

(3) (U) If there are signs of rodents, and the work to be performed in the building cannot
be postponed for proper inspection and decontamination, then respirators fitted with HEPA
filters should be worn.

(4) (U) Adequate handwashing facilities should be provided at the site, especially if
rodent-contaminated dust and soil are encountered.

(U) NOTE. The procedures listed above are for situations where contact with rodents is
infrequent or light rodent contamination is encountered. Degrees of contamination are often
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difficult to determine since there are no standards by which to judge. Light contamination may
mean several rodent droppings, whereas heavy contamination may be characterized by the
presence of rodent droppings throughout the facility. If the level of contamination is unclear.
then the procedures described below should be followed.

3. (U) Certain installation personnel may be tasked with inspecting buildings for rodent
contamination. Medical personnel and pest controllers may be requested to perform inspections
following complaints from workers or building managers who have encountered rodents.
Personnel from other directorates (e.g., Public Works, Range Control) may be detailed to inspect
infrequently used buildings or buildings that are going to be demolished. These individuals may
be at higher risk than occupational workers, who may infrequently encounter rodent-
contaminated buildings. The following procedures should be adopted by those individuals who
perform rodent inspections.

a. (U) A baseline serum sample, preferably drawn at the time of employment, should be
available from all persons whose occupations involve frequent rodent contact. The serum sample
should be stored at -20 ° C.

b. (U) Workers in potentially high-risk settings should be informed about the symptoms
of hantavirus and given detailed guidance on preventive measures. Information should include
how to recognize rodent infestations or contamination.

¢. (U) Workers who develop a febrile or respiratory illness within 45 days of the last
exposure to rodent-infested or contaminated areas should seek medical attention immediately
and inform the attending physician of the potential occupational risk of hantavirus infection.

d. (U) The minimum personal protective equipment should include:

(1) Coveralls.

(2) Gloves. Either disposable or cleanable, reusable (e.g., nitrile). Cloth or leather
glovesshould not be worn since they are difficult to decontaminate.

(3) Goggles. These afford eye protection from direct contact with rodent-contaminated
soil or dust or from gloved hands that have handled rodent-contaminated materials.

(4) Work boots or shoes.

(5) Half or full-face respirator with HEPA cartridges. This device protects against
breathing aerosolized rodent urine or fecal particles containing virus and also provides protection
of the mouth and nose from gloved hands that have handled rodent-contaminated materials.

e. (U) All individuals who are required to wear a respirator must be evaluated and fit-
tested by their appropriate medical authority. Respirators that require fit-testing (i.e., those that
have a tight seal around the respirator edges) are not considered protective if facial hair interferes
with the face seal, since proper fit cannot be assured. Respirators that rely on positive pressure
for protection (e.g., PAPR - Powered Air Purifying Respirator) can be worn by individuals with
or without facial hair. In fact, if the individual will be wearing a respirator for a prolonged period
of time (e.g., more than one hour), then a positive pressure type device may be more comfortable
since it provides a flow of air across the face. This is particularly desirable under hot conditions.
An added feature of a PAPR is that it accommodates wearing glasses under the device.

f. (U) Provisions should be made for individuals to decontaminate their hands at the
inspection site prior to resuming normal duties (e.g., driving a vehicle away from the site, taking
a break to smoke, eat or drink, using toilet facilities). This can be accomplished by washing the
gloved hands with soap and water, either provided in the building or carried on the vehicle. or
with a dilute solution of household disinfectant; gloves can also be decontaminated with spray
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disinfectant. Three tablespoons of household bleach in one gallon of water may be used in place
of a commercial disinfectant. At the end of the inspection procedure, the outside of the respirator
and goggles should be sprayed with a mild disinfectant, such as Lysol or a dilute solution of
water and hypochlorite bleach. When using a chlorine solution, avoid spilling the mixture on
clothing or other items that may be damaged. Thoroughly wash hands with soap and water after
removing gloves.

(U) CHAPTER 7
CLEANUP PROCEDURES FOR RODENT CONTAMINATED BUILDINGS

1. (U) The building to be decontaminated should be declared off limits to unauthorized
personnel. This can be done by placing placards and a tape barrier around the structure. All
entrances should be closed except for one designated entry/exit point. A econtamination station
should be located in the immediate vicinity of the exit door (within the taped boundary) for
personnel exiting the cleanup area. Windows should be opened to allow dissipation of
contaminants that may have aerosolized inside the building. More information on
decontamination of personnel following cleanup can be found in Chapter 9.

2. (U) Areas with evidence of rodent infestations (e.g., rodent droppings, chewed materials)
should be thoroughly treated with a wet disinfectant and cleaned to reduce the possibility of
exposure to hantavirus-infected materials. Cleaning procedures must be performed in a manner
that limits the potential for aerosolization of rodent-contaminated dust and other materials.
Follow these procedures when cleaning up rodent infestations.

a. (U) A site supervisor should be designated. This individual will act as team leader to
ensure that all cleanup personnel are adequately briefed on the risks of acquiring hantavirus and
the proper wearing of personal protective clothing and equipment. The site supervisor will
provide a safety briefing to all individuals involved in the cleanup. See Appendices C and D for a
Health and Safety Plan and a Hantavirus Safety Briefing.

b. (U) All personnel involved in cleaning should wear protective equipment and clothing
-- individually fit-tested respirators (with high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters) or
powered air purifying respirators (PAPR), goggles, solvent-resistant gloves, coveralls, and boots.
More information on personal protection and personal decontamination procedures can be found
in Chapter 9.

c. (U) Spray the floors and those portions of the walls where evidence of rodent activity
is present with a general-purpose disinfectant solution. Special attention must be given to dead
rodents, rodent nests, droppings, food, or other items that have been contaminated by rodents;
thoroughly soak these items with the disinfectant and place them in a double plastic bag. Use a
shovel to remove the soaked material. Seal the plastic bags(s) when full or when the cleanup is
completed and dispose of them in accordance with the installation’s medical practices. More
information on disposal of waste can be found in Appendix E.

(U) Do not attempt to remove dry contaminated materials with a vacuum or by sweeping.
(U) NOTE: an exception to vacuuming can be made if the vacuum is equipped with a HEPA
filter to capture minute particles of dust and other materials.

d. (U) Mop all floors with water containing a general-purpose disinfectant and detergent.
Clean carpets and upholstered furniture by steam cleaning or shampooing with commercial-
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grade equipment. Carpets can be effectively disinfected with household disinfectant, but care
should be taken not to damage them with hypochlorite solutions. If rodents have nested inside
furniture and the nests are not accessible for decontamination, the furniture should be sprayed
with a disinfectant, then removed and burned. Spray all buildings with dirt floors with a general-
purpose disinfectant before use. Remove rodent nests from furniture or equipment and
decontaminate. Materials that cannot be decontaminated should be disposed of by burning or
burying in accordance with the installation’s medical practices.

e. (U) Disinfect all work surfaces, storage cabinets, drawers, etc., by washing them with a
solution of water containing a general-purpose disinfectant and a detergent followed by an
additional wiping-down with disinfectant.

f. (U) Launder any potentially contaminated clothing and bedding in hot water with a
detergent. Use rubber or plastic gloves when handling the dirty laundry, then wash and disinfect
the gloves in the decontamination solution. Items that cannot be laundered may be dry cleaned.
NOTE: clothing and bedding should first be treated with a disinfectant to prevent contamination
of individuals involved in laundering or dry cleaning.
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(UHSHREL) Final Environmental Site Characterization and Operational Health Risk Assessment, Stronghold Freedom, Karshi
Khanabad Airfield, Uzbekistan, 27 October — 27 November 2001

(U) APPENDIX |

RISK COMMUNICATION GUIDELINES
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RISK COMMUNICATION GUIDELINES

(U) Academic research has proven numerous times that the effectiveness of any risk
communication process is directly related to the quality of the relationship between “messenger”
and “receiver.” A strong relationship, and therefore a successful risk communication process
must be based on a high level of trust between the Camp Freedom commander/ staff and the
service members. Other factors contributing to this relationship include the level of leadership
commitment to effective communication, and the communication skill level of designated
spokespersons.

(U) In addition, experience and research has shown that incorporating risk communication as
early as possible in the Operational Risk Management (ORM) process will:

a) (U) Help strengthen relationships necessary to more effectively discuss risk issues,
both real and perceived;

b) (U) Help identify existing and potential concerns/ knowledge/ perceptions, which will
help in communication planning/ strategy efforts;

¢) (U) Increase the likelihood that communication efforts will be successful;

d) (U) Help minimize service member concerns; and

€) (U) Garner service member support in the event of a crisis.

(U) In essence, trust, credibility, and a commitment to effective communication are essential in
the ORM process because if risk-related information is not provided clearly without raising
alarm, the information itself is useless.

Critical Risk Communication Guidelines

1. (U) Risk communication is a process, not an event.
While risk-related information must be provided, the communication itself is but one
element of a deliberative process that involves not only delivering the message(s). but
receiving feedback, and making adjustments to the process on an ongoing basis.

2. (U) Camp Freedom leaders and designated spokespersons must fully support the
risk communication process.
Leadership commitment to this process provides the foundation for the relationship
between the Camp Freedom Commander/ staff and all service members (discussed
above) that is necessary for information/ direction to be delivered without causing undue
concern. This commitment will help ensure that appropriate messages are developed/
delivered, so that service members understand and believe that protection of their health/
safety is the focus of ORM decisions.

3. (U) Communicate clearly and honestly.
All information — written and verbal, must be presented at the audience’s level of
understanding. Providing familiar examples and concrete information can help put the
risk in perspective. Those who deliver risk-related information must be currently serving
at Camp Freedom, because he/ she is accessible and can speak from personal experience,
which adds to the credibility necessary to be most effective. In addition, identified
spokespersons must be honest, yet as positive as possible.
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4. (U) Remember that soldiers are human beings first, service members second.
Remembering this will help demonstrate the care and concern necessary to establish/
strengthen the relationships that effective risk communication efforts need to be
successful.

3. (U)Listening to service member concerns is equally (if not more im portant) than
the information being delivered.

Although the Camp Freedom Commander/ staff needs to share risk-related information in
order to protect service members, obligating time/ resources to gather information from
service members throughout the risk communication process offers several important
benefits:

a. (U) Ensures that communication products and messages are appropriate and are
truly addressing those issues of most concern to service members:

b. (U) Demonstrates to service members that their opinions and concerns are
important to those making decisions to protect their health/ safety; and

¢. (U) Provides service members an opportunity to voice their concerns, and to
obtain accurate information first-hand.

Risk Communication Outline
(U) In order to be effective, the basic steps listed below should be conducted in this order:

1) (U) Briefly identify the goal/ purpose of the risk communication strategy.
What is to be achieved through risk communication efforts? (e.g., Establish dialogue?
Strengthen relationships? Change behavior? Simply inform?)

2) (U) Identify uncertainties/ constraints.

Are resources limited? Does the Commander/ staff support a risk communication process?
What people are available to support a risk communication process (are there enough)?
Where do risk communication efforts fall within the list of all priorities? Is time limited?
Etc.

3) (U) Identify stakeholder groups.

Who is or could be affected by the outcome of decisions/ actions about potential risks at
Camp Freedom? Service members perform different functions necessary to operate Camp
Freedom (e.g., intelligence, food service, etc.), and may have different concerns, may rely on
different communication methods, may have a different average education level, etc.

4) (U) Identify stakeholder concerns/ interests.

Effective messages and communication methods can only be developed when interests/
concerns of each stakeholder group are identified through surveys, interviews, focus groups,
etc.

5) (U) Develop communication messages and methods appropriate to each stakeholder
group.
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The interests/ concerns of each stakeholder group will determine what messages and tools
will be effective with each one. Methods could include fact sheets, flyers/ posters, staff
meeting updates, town hall meetings, mandatory briefings, etc. Again, those who deliver
risk-related information must be currently serving at Camp Freedom, because he/ she is
accessible and can speak from personal experience, which adds to the credibility necessary to
be most effective. When developing messages/ methods, service members will expect you to:

* (U) Tell them what you know. Service members will likely be concerned in varying
degrees, and will expect to hear all the facts — both good and bad, about the potential
risks. They need this information in order to clearly understand what actions need to be
taken in response to potential threats. Along with that, service members need a certain
level of reassurance that Camp Freedom leadership is committed to doing everything
possible to ensure service member safety. Therefore, Camp Freedom leaders must
develop and use no more than three (3) overarching “key” messages that capture what
service members need to know in order to alleviate their concerns. These key messages
should be used to reinforce leadership’s commitment to service members’ safety, as well
as their commitment to being open and honest with all information — both good and bad.
Key messages must address underlying concerns (which were identified as outlined in
Step #4 above): be short (10-15 words each); be as positive as possible; be clear/
understandable (no jargon, acronyms, etc.); and be simple (6" to 8" grade reading level).
The next ‘layer’ of key messages should present to service members those actions critical
to their personal safety. For instance, possible key messages might be:

o Do not dig in areas known to contain jet fuel.

o Stay away from Site 1.

o Avoid areas with noticeable odors, if possible.
Again, these messages should follow basic risk communication principles so that your
goal (see step #1 above) is accomplished, and that people recognize the importance of
providing you with information you deem critical.

e (U) Tell them what you don’t know. Risk communication research indicates that people
generally understand and accept that you don’t know the answer to every question. By
sharing information about what you don’t know, you demonstrate that the risk
communication process is transparent, and that you're being as open with details as
possible. In addition, doing so provides an opportunity to solicit critical information from
service members (e.g., where odors are found, etc.). At the same time, telling what you
don’t know allows you to share your plan of action, which demonstrates your
commitment to their continued health and safety.

e (U) Tell them what you’re planning to do to find out and when you’ll provide that
information. This step is critical to reaffirm that you are committed to keeping service
members informed as new information arises. This step also demonstrates your
commitment to follow through on promises, and that you recognize that when you
provide the information is just as important as the information itself,

6) (U) Evaluate the effectiveness of the overall risk communication process.

This ensures that future risk communication efforts are responsive to the needs of each
stakeholder group, allows for improvements/ corrections, and will make future risk
communication efforts more effective. This information can be obtained through the
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