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SAFETY AND HEALTH REQUIREMENTS

1. Purpose. This manual prescribes the safety and health requirements for all Corps of
Engineers activities and operations.

2. Applicability. This manual applies to Headquarters, US Army Corps of Engineers
(HQUSACE) elements, major subordinate commands, districts, centers, laboratories,
and field operating activities (FOA), as well as USACE contracts and those
administered on behalf of USACE. Applicability extends to occupational exposure for
missions under the command of the Chief of Engineers, whether accomplished by
military, civilian, or contractor personnel.

3. References.

a. 29 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) 1910, Occupational Safety and Health
Standards for General Industry

b. 29 CFR 1926, Occupational Safety and Health Standards for Construction
c. 29 CFR 1960, Basic Program Elements for Federal Employees, OSHA

d. Executive Order (EO) 12196, Occupational Safety and Health Programs for
Federal Employees, 26 Feb, 1980

e. Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Clause 52.236-13, Accident Prevention,
Nov 1991

f. Department of Defense Instruction (DODI) 6055.1, DOD Safety and Occupational
Health Program, 14 Oct 2014

g. Army Regulation (AR) 40-5, Preventive Medicine

h. AR 385-10, Army Safety Program

This Manual supersedes EM 385-1-1, dated 15 September 2008
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4. General.

a. The provisions of this manual implement and supplement the safety and health
standards and requirements referenced above. Where more stringent safety and
occupational health standards are set forth in these requirements and regulations, the
more stringent standards shall apply.

b. Mission applicability introduced in paragraph 2 above shall include the following:

(1) Construction contract work under the provisions of FAR Clause 52.236-13.
Contractors shall comply with the latest version of EM 385-1-1 (including interim
changes) that is in effect on the date of solicitation. Prior to making an offer, bidders
should check the HQUSACE Safety and Occupational Health web site (see paragraph
c) for the latest changes. No separate payment will be made for compliance with this
paragraph or for compliance with other safety and health requirements of this contract.
Note: Existing contracts will continue to apply the provisions of the previous edition of
this manual until contract completion.

(2) Service, supply, and research and development contracting actions.
Compliance with this manual shall be a contract requirement for such activities unless
technical representatives (in coordination with safety and health professionals) advise
that special precautions are not appropriate due to extremely limited scope of services
or similar. However, it is understood that this manual in its entirety may be too complex
for the type of work being performed under these contracts. These contractors may
reference Appendix A, for abbreviated Accident Prevention Plan (APP).

(3) Contracting actions for hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste site
investigation, design, or remediation activities. Compliance with this manual shall be a
contract requirement.

c. Changes. Allinterim changes (changes made between publication of new
editions) to this manual, and the effective date of change, will be posted on the Safety
and Occupational Health Office web site:
http://www.usace.army.mil/CESO/Pages/Home.aspx and in USACE Electronic bid
Sets. Hard copies of this manual are available from the local contracting official.

d. Interpretations. Within the Corps of Engineers, interpretations to the
requirements contained within this manual shall be executed in accordance with the
process contained in Appendix C. Interpretations will apply only to the specific situation
in question and may not be used as a precedent to determine the meaning of a
requirement as it may apply to another circumstance.
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e. Variances and Waivers. Within the Corps of Engineers, variances and waivers to
provisions of this manual require the approval of the Chief of Safety and Occupational
Health, HQUSACE. Variances or waivers shall provide an equal or greater level of
protection, shall be substantiated with a hazard analysis of the activity and shall be
documented and forwarded through channels to Chief of Safety and Occupational
Health, HQUSACE. The process for requesting variances or waivers is contained in
Appendix D.

f. Activities performed OCONUS. Some of the technical requirements of this
manual may not be applicable to overseas activities due to conflicting circumstances,
practices, and laws or regulations of the locality or the unavailability of equipment. In
such instances, means other than the ones specified in this manual may be used to
achieve the required protection. In such instances, a hazard analysis must be
developed to document that the required protection will be achieved by the alternate
means.

9. Unless otherwise indicated, when publications are referenced in this manual, the
most recent edition is to be used.

h. The use of underlining in this manual indicates new or changed text from the
2008 version.

i. Supplementation of this manual is not authorized except as published by the
Safety and Occupational Health Office, HQUSACE.

(1) Local USACE organizations may develop Standard Operating Procedures
(SOPs) to implement the provisions contained within this manual, but may not
implement new requirements (e.g., more stringent, differing intent, etc.) without the
specific approval of HQUSACE.

(2) Locally developed Safety and Health Requirements will not be included in
contract requirements without the approval of HQUSACE.

FOR THE COMMANDER:

COL, EN
Chief of Staff
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SECTION 6

Hazardous or Toxic Agents and Environments
06.A General.
06.A.01 Exposure standards.

a. Exposure, through inhalation, ingestion, skin absorption, or physical contact, to any
chemical or biological agent in excess of the acceptable limits specified in the current
American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienist (ACGIH) guideline, "Threshold
Limit Values and Biological Exposure Indices”," published Department of the Army (DA) or
Department of Defense (DoD) Exposure Limits, or by OSHA shall be prohibited. For the
purpose of this document, the applicable standard is the Occupational Exposure Limit

(OEL). Physical agents are addressed individually in this section.

> Note: For Beryllium, the Department of Energy’s exposure value of 0.2 ug/m2 may be
allowed with written permission from the HQUSACE-SO.

b. In case of conflicts between ACGIH, OSHA, DoD or DA standards or regulations
referenced in this manual, the more stringent shall be used as the OEL.

c. The employer shall comply with all applicable standards and regulations to reduce
contaminant concentration levels As Low As is Reasonably Achievable (ALARA).

d. Activities where occupational exposure to a chemical or biological warfare agent is
possible, shall comply with current DA safety and occupational health requirements for
chemical and biological agents.

e. Activities involving ammunition and explosives or their constituents or chemical
warfare agents may have additional requirements as specified in EM 385-1-97, Explosives
Safety and Health Requirements Manual.

06.A.02 Hazard evaluation.

a. Jobsite operations, materials, and equipment involving potential exposure to
hazardous or toxic agents or environments shall be evaluated by a qualified Industrial
Hygienist, or equivalent competent person in Industrial Hygiene operations, to formulate a
hazard control program. A description of the methods to be used must be accepted by the
GDA or local Safety and Occupational Health Office (SOHQO) before the start of the specific
operation. > This evaluation shall be performed at least annually for USACE operations.

6-1
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b. Activity Hazard Analysis (AHA) and/or Position Hazard Analysis (PHA) shall be used
to document the evaluation of the hazards and the controls present. The hazard evaluation
shall identify all substances, agents, and environments that present a health, explosive or
fire hazard to workers or visitors, the risk of the hazard, and recommend hazard control
measures. Engineering and administrative controls shall be used to control hazards; in
cases where engineering or administrative controls are not feasible, personal protective
equipment (PPE) may be used.

c. The hazard evaluation shall document: the nature of the evaluation (air, biological or
radiological samples, etc.); that it serves as certification of hazard evaluation; the
workplace and activity evaluated; the name, position and credentials of the person
certifying that the evaluation has been performed; any controls and training being utilized;
and the date of the evaluation. This evaluation shall be documented in a written report and
available for review by the GDA or SOHO for USACE operations.

06.A.03 Testing and monitoring.

a. Approved and calibrated testing devices shall be provided to measure hazardous or
toxic agents and environments. Devices shall be labeled with calibration information (name
of individual performing the calibration and date of the most current calibration). Calibration
results shall be maintained in a calibration log.

b. Individuals performing testing and monitoring shall be trained in hazards and testing
and monitoring procedures. Testing devices shall be used, inspected, and maintained in
accordance with the manufacturer's instructions, a copy of which shall be maintained with
the devices.

c. NIOSH, OSHA, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or DA sampling and
analytical methods or other independently verified sampling and analytical methods shall
be used. Laboratories used for analysis shall be accredited by nationally recognized
bodies, such as the American Industrial Hygiene Association (AIHA), for the type of
analysis performed.

d. Determination of the concentration of, and hazards from, hazardous or toxic agents
and environments shall be made by a qualified industrial hygienist or other competent
person during initial startup and as frequently as necessary to ensure the safety and health
of the workers or other potentially exposed individuals.

e. Records of testing/monitoring shall be maintained on site and shall be available to
the GDA or SOHO for USACE operations upon request.

06.A.04 The following methods shall be utilized for the control of exposure to hazardous or
toxic agents and environments and shall be followed in the order below, unless infeasible:
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a. Substitution: if the substitute process or product is determined to provide the same
outcome and to be less of a hazard;

b. Engineering controls: (i.e., local/general ventilation), to limit exposure to hazardous
or toxic agents and environments within acceptable limits;

c. Work practice controls: when engineering controls are not feasible or are not
sufficient to limit exposure to hazardous or toxic agents and environments within
acceptable limits;

d. Appropriate PPE (i.e., respirators, gloves, etc.) and associated programs: shall be
instituted when engineering, work practice controls, or material substitution are not feasible
or are not sufficient to limit exposure to hazardous or toxic agents;

e. Regular housecleaning (work and break area surface cleaning) and personal
decontamination procedures: shall be instituted in areas where the operations generate
toxic dust and fume hazards. The frequency of surface cleaning and of decontamination
procedures is dependent on the nature of the hazard, and frequency and risk from the
exposure and shall be documented in the Project Safety and Occupational Health (SOH)
Plan or Accident Prevention Plan (APP).

06.B Hazardous or Toxic Agents Handling.

06. B.01 Chemical Hazard Communication (HazCom). A written HazCom Program shall
be developed when hazardous or toxic agents (any chemical which is a physical/health
hazard) are present or procured, stored or used at a project site (per 29 CFR 1910.1200).
The written HazCom program shall address the following in project- specific detail:

a. Hazardous or Toxic Agent Inventory. A list of the hazardous or toxic agents with the
following information:

(1) Explanation of how the agents are to be used at the project.

(2) For emergency response purposes, approximate quantities (e.g., liters, kilograms,
gallons, pounds) that are onsite or will be on site at any given time shall be provided for
each material. If the chemical name and/or quantity and/or location are classified
information, it shall be maintained in a location so that it can be provided to emergency
responders during an emergency. This could be in a secure area outside of the area the
chemical is used or stored, or just outside the entrance to the location in a secure box.

(3) A site map will be attached to the inventory showing where inventoried substances
are stored.
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(4) The inventory and site map will be updated annually at a minimum, but as
frequently as necessary to ensure it is current and accurately reflects those materials on
site.

b. Hazardous or Toxic Agent Labeling. Procedures for assuring that containers used to
store and transport hazardous or toxic agents around the project site are appropriately
labeled to communicate the physical and health hazards associated with the agents in the
containers. The pictorial labels required by the OSHA HazCom standard are acceptable
labels.

c. Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) or Safety Data Sheet (SDS) Management.
Procedures to ensure MSDSs (SDSs) are maintained at project site for each chemical
combustible dust, or product. During the period of 2013 through 2016, the MSDS will be
phased out and replaced with the SDS. The new SDSs content is mandated and allows for
the toxicological hazard to be based on similar chemicals. For the purpose of this manual,
either a MSDS or SDS meeting the criteria of the OSHA globally harmonized system
standard is acceptable.

(1) Employees shall have access to the MSDSs (SDSs) and the safety and health
protection procedures.

(2) Applicable information contained in the MSDS (SDS) shall be incorporated in the
AHA/PHAs. If the chemical or toxic agent is used extensively in the operation, the
applicable information shall be incorporated into the AHA and MSDS (SDS) shall be
attached to the AHA.

(3) The information will be followed in the use, storage, and disposal of material and
selection of hazard control and emergency response measures.

d. Employee Information and Training. Procedures to ensure employees are trained
initially and periodically when use of hazardous or toxic agents is altered or modified to
accommodate changing on-site work procedures. Training shall be provided to employees
working with or in the area of use of any potentially hazardous chemical. Training shall
cover the following topics:

(1) Requirements of the HazCom program on the project;
(2) The location of all hazardous or toxic agents at the project;
(3) ldentification and recognition of hazardous or toxic agents on the project;

(4) Physical and health hazards of the hazardous or toxic agents pertinent to project
activities;
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(5) Protective measures employees can implement when working with project-specific
hazardous or toxic agents.

(6) The location and content of the MSDS (SDS) for the chemicals. The content and
meaning of the information provided on the MSDS.

(7) All workers in locations covered by the HazCom standard shall be briefed on the
recent changes to the standard. These changes include MSDS to SDS, label content, the
new pictographs on the labels, and an explanation of chemical banding.

06.B.02 When engineering and work practice controls or substitution are either infeasible
or insufficient, appropriate PPE and chemical hygiene facilities shall be provided and used
for the transportation, use, and storage of hazardous or toxic agents.

a. When irritants or hazardous substances may contact skin or clothing, chemical
hygiene facilities and PPE shall be provided. PPE may include suitable gloves, face/eye
protection and chemical protective suits.

(1) The qualified IH or other competent person shall determine the scope and type of
PPE required.

(2) Special attention shall be given to selecting proper chemical protection when
working with materials designated with a “skin” notation by OEL. Such materials may
produce systemic toxic effects through absorption through unbroken skin. > See Section 5.

(3) Before commencing use of epoxy resins, concrete, or other dermatitis-producing
substances, employees shall be made aware of the manufacturer’s skin protection
recommendations. Barrier cream ointment or other skin protection measures
recommended by the manufacturer for the specific exposure shall be available for use.

b. When eyes or body of any person may be exposed to hazardous or toxic agents,
suitable facilities that comply with ANSI Z358.1, Emergency Eyewash and Shower
Equipment, for quick drenching or flushing of the eyes and body shall be provided in the
work area for immediate emergency use and shall be no more than 10 seconds from the
hazardous material. > See ANSI Z358.1.

(1) Emergency eyewash equipment must be provided where there is the potential for
an employee’s eyes to be exposed to corrosives, strong irritants, or toxic chemicals.

(2) The emergency eyewash equipment must irrigate and flush both eyes
simultaneously while the operator holds the eyes open.

(3) The emergency eyewash equipment must deliver at least 0.4 gal (1.5 L) of water
per minute for 15 minutes or more, providing a minimum of 6 gal (22.7 L) of water).
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(4) Water used in emergency eyewashes and showers shall meet drinking water
standards. When these items are exposed to the elements, steps will be taken to ensure
the water does not freeze or become stagnate.

(5) Personal eyewash equipment may be used to supplement emergency washing
facilities. They must not be used as a substitute. Personal eyewash fluids shall be visually
inspected monthly to ensure they remain sanitary with no visible sediments.

(6) All plumbed emergency eyewash facilities and hand-held drench hoses shall be
connected to an approved potable water supply and activated weekly and inspected
annually to ensure that they function correctly and that the quality and quantity of water is
satisfactory for emergency washing purposes.

c. When personal protective clothing is required:

(1) An area shall be established for the removal of the personal protective clothing
which limits the spread of any chemical waste, dust, or fume;

(2) Workers shall be trained in the removal of personal protective clothing and
equipment to prevent further spread or contamination.

06.B.03 Storage prior to transportation of hazardous chemicals, materials, substances and
wastes shall be under the supervision of a qualified person.

a. Transportation, use, and storage of hazardous or toxic agents shall be planned and
controlled to prevent contamination of people, animals, food, water, equipment, materials,
and environment.

b. All storage of hazardous or toxic agents shall be in accordance with the
recommendations of the manufacturer, OSHA and NFPA requirements and accessible only
to authorized personnel.

c. Disposal of surplus or excess hazardous or toxic agents shall occur in a manner that
will not contaminate or pollute any water supply, ground water, or streams; and will comply
with Federal, State, and local regulations and guidelines.

d. Containers used to hold hazardous or toxic agents should not be used to hold other
materials unless they have been managed or cleaned under hazardous waste and DOT
regulatory requirements.

e. Every hazardous or toxic agent being transported for disposal shall be transported
with a copy of the substance's MSDS (SDS) whenever applicable.
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f. Persons who prepare shipments of hazardous chemicals, materials, substances
and/or wastes that are defined as hazardous material under DOT regulations are required
to be DOT trained, certified and issued an appointment letter in accordance with Defense
Transportation Regulation 4500.9-R, Chapter 204.

06.B.04 A Process Safety Management (PSM) Program of highly hazardous chemicals
shall be employed in accordance with 29 CFR 1910.119 or 29 CFR 1926.64 whenever a
work activity involves:

a. A process that involves a chemical at or above the threshold quantities listed in
Appendix A of the above-cited CFRs; or

b. A process that involves a flammable liquid or gas on site in one location in a quantity
of 10,000 Ib (4,535.9 kg) or more as defined in 29 CFR 1926.59(c), except:

(1) Hydrocarbon fuels used solely for workplace consumption as a fuel if such fuels are
not part of a process containing another highly hazardous chemical covered by the
standards cited above; or

(2) Flammable liquids stored in atmospheric tanks or transferred that are kept below
their normal boiling point without benefit of chilling or refrigeration.

06.C Lead and Asbestos Hazard Control.
06.C.01 General.

a. No asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) shall be used or brought onto any USACE
projects. Lead-based paints (LBP) shall only be used with written approval of the GDA or

USACE SOHO and shall never be used inside a residence, child care facility, or medical
treatment facility.

b. All construction or maintenance projects will be evaluated for the potential to contact
ACM and LBP.

(1) Lead and asbestos sources are to be labeled as a lead or asbestos hazard that
should not be disturbed without proper protection. If infeasible to label each source, a site
map may be posted which points out the location of the lead and asbestos hazards.

(2) If the evaluation shows the potential for activities to generate unacceptable
occupational exposure to LBP, a written lead compliance plan shall be written. The lead
compliance plan shall be in accordance with 29 CFR 1910.1025 and 29 CFR 1926.62.
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(3) If the evaluation shows the potential for activities to disturb ACM, an asbestos
abatement plan shall be developed. The plan shall be in accordance with 29 CFR
1910.1001; 29 CFR 1926.1101; and 40 CFR 61, Subpart M.

(4) These plan(s) shall be developed as an appendix to the APP or, for USACE
operations, the Project SOH Plan. The written plan(s) shall be submitted for acceptance by
the GDA or local SOHO before beginning work.

06.C.02 Lead Compliance Plan. A lead compliance plan shall describe the procedures to
be followed to protect employees from lead hazards while performing lead hazard control
activities. The Plan shall address the following:

a. A description of each work activity in which lead is emitted, to include equipment and
materials used, controls in place, crew size, job responsibilities, operating procedures, and
maintenance practices, work activity locations and lead-containing components keyed to
the project drawings;

b. Description of means to be used to achieve exposure compliance, including any
engineering controls;

c. Employee exposure assessment procedures to monitor and document employee
lead exposure. Exposure monitoring shall include two types:

(1) Initial determination (may be omitted if there is sufficient objective/historical data
showing action level compliance according to the requirements); and

(2) Continued exposure monitoring required as a result of initial exposure
determinations.

d. Protective clothing, housekeeping procedures to prevent spread of lead
contamination both in and beyond the lead hazard control area, and hygiene facilities and
practices to prevent employees from inadvertent ingestion of lead;

e. Administrative controls to limit employee exposure to lead, including employee
rotation schedule to be employed, if engineering controls or PPE fail to eliminate exposures
exceeding the PEL;

f. Medical surveillance procedures to monitor employee exposures and ensure fitness
for wearing respiratory protection;

g. Competent person (CP) and employee training required;

h. Detailed sketches identifying lead hazard control areas, including decontamination
areas and facilities, critical barriers, and physical and air distribution boundaries;
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EM 385-1-1
30 Nov 14

i. Perimeter or other area air monitoring outside or adjacent to the regulated area;
i- Security required for each lead hazard control area; and

k. Waste generation, characterization, transportation, and disposal (including
recordkeeping).

06.C.03 Asbestos Abatement Plan. An asbestos abatement plan shall describe
procedures to be followed to protect employees from asbestos hazards while performing
work that will disturb ACM. It shall address the following:

a. A description of each activity where asbestos will be disturbed, including OSHA class
of work, equipment required, controls to be used, crew size, job responsibilities,
maintenance practices, and locations keyed to the project drawings;

b. The method of notification of other employers at the worksite;

c. A description of regulated areas, types of containment, decontamination unit plan,
and engineering controls;

d. Air monitoring plan - personal, environmental and clearance. Employee exposure
assessment procedures shall address monitoring and documenting employee exposures.

(1) An initial determination (may be omitted if there is sufficient objective/historical data
showing compliance with the requirements);

(2) Continued exposure monitoring may be required as a result of initial exposure
determinations;

(3) Environmental monitoring shall demonstrate the absence of asbestos fiber
migration outside the regulated area; and

(4) Clearance monitoring to document that the area has met specified clearance
criteria.

e. PPE, including respirators and clothing;

f. Housekeeping procedures that address prevention of spread of contamination both in
and beyond the regulated area;

a. Hygiene facilities and practices;

h. CP and employee training required;
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EM 385-1-1
30 Nov 14

i. Medical surveillance, as required, to assess exposure and to monitor employee
fitness to perform work tasks while wearing PPE to include respiratory protection devices;

i- Waste generation, containerization, transportation, and disposal (including
recordkeeping); and

k. Security, fire, and medical emergency response procedures.
06.D Hot Substances.

» Note: For heating devices and melting kettles, see Section 09.E.

06.D.01 Protection from Hot Substances. Hazards from hot substances include increased
inhalation and skin hazards and burns from the heat. When working with hot substances
the following shall be considered:

a. PPE (respirators, gloves, etc.) shall be evaluated for efficiency in hot atmospheres
and protectiveness from heat as well as the chemical hazard;

b. Heat stress precautions and measurements shall be taken as required by Section
A;

o

c. Location where hot substances are heated shall be located away from any ventilation
intake air vents. If hot substances are being applied to a roof, the ventilation intake air
vents shall be temporarily relocated so as to prevent the uptake of the fumes into the
building or the work shall be completed at a time when the building is not occupied.

06.D.02 Transporting and handling hot substances.

a. Runways or passageways, clear of obstructions, shall be provided for all persons
carrying hot substances.

b. Hot substances shall not be carried up or down ladders.

c. When hoists are used to raise or lower hot substances, attention shall be given to
assuring that the hoisting mechanism is adequate for the loads imposed and is securely
braced and anchored.

d. All persons handling hot substances shall be provided protection against contact
with, or exposure to radiant heat, glare, fumes, and vapors of the substances. At a
minimum, roofers handling roofing materials shall be fully clothed including long sleeved
shirts, shoes secured and at least 6 in (15 cm) in height, and gloves up to the wrist. > See
Section 5.
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nterview wit R

I would like to make a few preliminary comments. Many of your questions deal

with Building E2354. Other instances of non-compliance with asbestos are identified in
No. 10. Please understand that the Agency’s malfeasance and non-compliance
regarding the management and abatement of asbestos at Aberdeen Proving Ground —
Garrison (“APG-Garrison”) has been an ongoing issue for as long as | have been
employed at APG.

Additionally, there are two other significant issues that need to be investigated.
| have included an Addendum to Interview with [{SHIESHIEEE that further
identifies these issues. First, there are issues relevant to EA Engineering work
surrounding the demolition contract and the sole source solicitation process for All
Phase Solutions (“All Phase”), the demolition contractor, as carried out by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”).

Second is the issue involving the conflict of interest regarding [{SISHIEN- B8
-was the safety director for EA Engineering and, at the same time, was noted as
the Director of Safety and Health for All Phase the demolition contractor. EA
Engineering is a government contractor secured by the USACE and the APG-Garrison
to act as a program manager for demolition operations.

See the Addendum to Interview with [{SHIESHI included herewith.

Additionally, | have included document production labeled WFA 0001 — WFA
0448, and specific references are cited herein. Please note that some documents have

been remove from the sequential order because they are irrelevant to this matter.
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1.  What were your dates of employment with the U.S. Army Garrison at
Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), Maryland?

June 2001 until Dec 31, 2021 when | retired.

2. Who were your first and second-line supervisors during your tenure as
Safety Manager at APG?

From 2018 until my retirement, my first line supervisor was [{SNSHEGN

and second-line supervisors were Deputy to the Commander_ and then

Deputy to the Commander_. Also, during this time, _ was

detailed into other positions, so there were other individuals detailed as my first line

supervisor including, [{SHEHIN =< [EIEI

If other supervisors are needed prior to this time period, please advise and | will

supplement.
3. What were your general duties and responsibilities as a Safety Manager?

See included Position Description, WFA 0414 — WFA 0420.

4. What were your general duties and responsibilities related to construction
and demolition operations on APG?

See included Position Description, WFA 0414 — WFA 0420.

5. What were your general duties and responsibilities associated with asbestos

management and mitigation, including (but not limited to) inspections,
asbestos risk assessments, and asbestos abatement?

See included Position Description, WFA 0414 — WFA 0420. Furthermore, | was

ordered by_ to survey buildings that were contracted to be demolished

to confirm whether the Agency complied with asbestos abatement laws, rules and

regulations and other safety and health issues.
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6. Who were the primary APG and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
officials you worked with on construction and demolition operations on
APG? Please identify these individuals by name and position title, if
possible.

| primarily worked with the following individuals on construction and demolition
operations:

1. SIS Chicf of Installation Safety Office that has been

detailed into other positions;

2. _ Garrison Chief of Environmental;

3. _ Garrison Director of Directorate of Public Works:

4. SIS UsACE project point of contact;

5. SIS Garrison Environmental point of contact; and

6. SIS s/ CE rroject individual.

There may be other individuals and | reserve the right to supplement this
response.

7.  Who were the primary APG and USACE officials you worked with, relating to
asbestos management and mitigation on APG? Please identify these
individuals by name and position title, if possible.

See response to No. 6. Additionally, | was required to interact with personnel
from EA Engineering, the government contractor secured by the USACE, and Al
Phase.

8. What, if any, concerns do you (or did you) have with construction and
demolition operations, asbestos management, and/or asbestos mitigation on
APG? Please explain in detail.

Many concerns regarding the Agency’s noncompliance were highlighted in an

Asbestos Report that | prepared at the direction of [{SSH. scc WrA 371 -

WFA 375. Additionally, see Response No. 10.
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9. If you have (or currently have) concerns with construction and demolition
operations, asbestos management, and/or asbestos mitigation on APG, did
you ever inform anyone of those concerns? If so, who specifically did you
express your concerns to and when?

Yes, in Response No. 10, | identified individuals associated with each disclosure
identifying the Agency’s violations of laws, rules and regulations; and evidencing gross
mismanagement; a gross waste of funds; an abuse of authority; and a substantial and
specific danger to public health or safety.

10. What, if any, specific violations of law, policy, or regulation did you directly
observe pertaining to construction and demolition operations, asbestos
management, and/or asbestos mitigation on APG? Please explain in detail,
including identifying: the specific action(s) or conduct in question; the law,
policy, or regulation you believe was violated; and who you felt was
responsible.

| made numerous protected disclosures that go beyond violations of laws,
policies, rules and regulations and evidence evidencing gross mismanagement; a gross
waste of funds; an abuse of authority; and a substantial and specific danger to public
health or safety.

The following are instances of my protected disclosures, numbered 1 through 15.
These includes references to the Bates numbered documents included.

The laws, rules and regulations, with a brief explanation, are cited below, lettered
A through N.

The Agency is responsible for the malfeasance and noncompliance regarding the

ongoing asbestos issues. Agency personnel include, but may not be limited to:

1. Prior Garrison Commander [{SJ{SIIN:

2. Prior Deputy to the Garrison Commander [{S} SN

3. Chief of the Installation Safety Office _;
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4. Chief of Environmental X

5. Environmental Engineer_,

6. Former Director of Public Works _;

7. Former Deputy Director of Directorate of Public Works-; and

8. Project personnel with the USACE including _ _
I - DO

The following are protected disclosures | made regarding ongoing
noncompliance issues:

1. May, 2021 — Verbally and by email — The Agency does not have a
compliant asbestos management plan and wanted [{S{SH to sion off on plan that

is not compliant. _ communicated with _ There was an e-

mail exchange regarding asbestos issues relevant to the draft asbestos management
plan. _ threatened _ _ told _
that he would not agree with noncompliance nor can he provide alternatives to
noncompliance. See WFA 0124 — WFA 0135.

2. April, 2021 — Verbally and by email —_ communicated with
DI - BEESI <o-ding Building E2354. (SIS ciscovered

that asbestos was already removed from inside this building and the contractor, All
Phase Solutions, LLC, was planning to abate this same asbestos that had already been
removed. During a meeting on April 7, 2021, there was push back about_
not signing off on the plan. EA Engineering asbestos report for Building E2354

performed in December, 2020 on behalf of All Phase Solutions, LLC did not mention the
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missing asbestos floor tile and mastic in the report. No one has been able to produce
any information or documentation pertaining to the missing asbestos, including how and
when it was removed, and whether it was removed and disposed of compliantly. It
costs more money to abate asbestos compliantly, and creates a danger to the public if
not done compliantly. Further, Agency allowed individuals, including _ to
enter Building E2354 with no knowledge that any clearance procedure had been
performed. See WFA 0056 — WFA 0067, WFA 0136 — WFA 0138, WFA 200 — WFA
208, WFA 0274 — WFA 0289.

3. June, 2021 - Verbally and by email — [{SJNSHIl] communicated with ||
_, _ and _ regarding DPW’s continued failures
of not meeting the requirement of an asbestos management plan. See WFA 0118 —
WFA 0123.

4. April, August and September 2020 — Verbally and by email —_

communicated vitn AN, NI AN (NN
_, and_ regarding Building 5188. _ shared

novel ideas with the demolition contractor, HGL, and USACE to remove the asbestos
roof in a compliant manner. Demolition work was allowed to proceed non-compliantly.
See WFA 0117, WFA 0139 — WFA 0142. [{SJESII communicated with [{SHSHIIN
and _ Communications involved non-compliant demolition project for
building E5188. See WFA 0146 — WFA 0148. [{SJESHIl communicated with ||
_ about asbestos contaminated building demolition and general

recommendations regarding asbestos safety practices. Contractor, HGL, was allowed
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to proceed with demoilition of buildings even though the asbestos was not fully abated.

See WFA 0143 — WFA 0145.

5. January, 2021 - Verbally and by email - [{S}ISHEGN RIS
-, _ and _ were given notification from_ of

several examples of asbestos malfeasance that had occurred over the last few years
including Building B5112, Building B4035, Mulberry Point Tower, Building E5126,
Building E4585, Building E3330 and Building 305. See WFA 0193, WFA 0200 — WFA
0208.

6. July, 2021 — Verbally and by email —_ communicated Wiﬂ".
N DIO OIONEN - DION DION
questioned ISO’s involvement in asbestos work. See WFA 0195 — WFA 0199.

7. November, 2019 — Mulberry Point — Verbal and by email —_
communicated with _ _ _ _ and

IS ~ccncy's failure to explain asbestos abatement process was never

provided as required by regulation. No ASHARA asbestos survey was ever produced.
Government personnel were meeting to resolve this issue with _ and the
building was already demolished. See WFA 0017 — WFA 0019.

8. December, 2019 — Verbally and by email —_ communicated
with _ Directorate of Public Works summary to get Installation Safety
Office out of involvement with demolition contracts. See WFA 0022 — WFA 0026.

9. October, 2019 — Verbally and by email — Demolition Contract —.

- communicated with _ USACE threatened terminating

contract for convenience if safety issues are not resolved. It is_ duty to
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advise of deficiencies. It is the contractor’s duty to resolve issues. Furthermore, the
contract should have been terminated for default because the contractor was failing at
meeting compliance. See WFA 0027 — WFA 0036.

10.  May, 2020 — Verbally and by email — Demolition Contract —_
communicated with _ and _ DPW Environmental with
government contractor, EA Engineering, develop a conflict resolution document that is
in violation of Army Regulation 385-10. See WFA 0037 — WFA 0040, WFA 0444 — WFA
0448.

11. November, 2019 — May, 2020 — Verbally and by email — [{ SIS

communicated vitn AN, N, NN - DG
-. Building E4405 and Demolition Contract —_ is an employee of EA

Engineering, and is also identified as the director of safety and health All Phase
Solutions, LLC, the demolition contractor. EA Engineering is an embedded government
contractor running the project management office for demolition for the Army. For
Building E4405, there were discrepancies noted for the asbestos sampling report. See
WFA 0041, WFA 0042 — WFA 0046, WFA 0053, WFA 0146 — WFA 0148, WFA 0174 —
WFA 0183.

12.  May, 2020 — Verbally and by email —_ communicated with
_, _ and _ regarding overlapping
surveys of Building E4405. See WFA 0051 — WFA 0055.

13.  April, 2020 — Verbally and by email —_ communicated with .

I DIONE ONONE - @EE) (st name unknown).

Building 4035 — DPW seeks alternative answers for demolition processes to a
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government contractor when the ISO had already weighed in. See WFA 0047 — WFA
0050.

14.  Winter, 2020 — Verbally and by email —_ communicated with
DI OIS <stricted [BEEI scone of inspections for
demolition projects. This is in conflict with regulatory guidance on multi-employer
worksites. See WFA 0070.

15.  January, 2021 — There was a report dated February of 2012, but not

received by_ until 2020 regarding Building E5912. _ spoke to
EDIEEE - BESI: Contractor, EA Engineering, was paid to conduct

an asbestos survey for Building E5912 where contractor did not sample the ceiling and
roof areas for asbestos - these surveys were inconsistent and incomplete. See WFA
0079 — WFA 0115, WFA 0192.

The following are citations of the laws, rules and regulations violated by the
Agency:

A. A.) 29 C.F.R. 1910.1001(j)(3)(i)-(iii); B.) 29 C.F.R. 1926.1101(k)(1); C.) 29
C.F.R. 1926.1101(k)(2)(i); D.) 40 C.F.R. 61.145; E.) Army Regulation 420-1, Chapters
5-23 and 5-24; F.) Department of Army Pamphlet 40-513, Chapters 1 and 2; and G.)
Engineering Manual 385-1-1 06.C.03 — Regulations that the Agency is responsible for
the knowledge, information and documentation related to asbestos.

B. 29 CFR 1960.7(a) - OSHA regulation that requires agencies to have
financial and other resources to effectively implement and administer the agency's

occupational safety and health program.
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C. Army Regulation 420-1, 5-19c and 5-24d - The development and
implementation of an asbestos management plan and the elements to be included in
the asbestos management plan.

D. Engineering Manual 385-1-1, 23.A.04 - All asbestos shall be removed
from structures in accordance with all laws before demolition begins.

E. Engineering Manual 385-1-1, 06.C.03 - Requires written asbestos
abatement plans.

F. 29 CFR 1910.1001(j)(3)(i, ii and iii) - Requires building and facility owners
to determine the presence, location and quantity of asbestos and presumed asbestos
materials, to maintain records of all information concerning the presence and location
and quantity of asbestos and to share all this information with select groups of
employees.

G. 29 CFR 1926.1101(g)(8)(ii) — Employer required to follow practices
pertaining to the removal of roofing material that includes asbestos.

H. 29 CFR 1926.1101(k)(2)(i and ii) - Determine the location of asbestos and
notify persons at worksites of the presence of the asbestos and other requirements.

l. Department of Army Pamphlet 40-513, Chapters 1 and 2 - Outlines basic
elements of an installation asbestos management program, including how to go about
maintaining a facility asbestos inventory to include assessment and control
methodologies.

J. 40 CFR 61.145 - Inspection protocol for asbestos prior to demolition.

K. Army Regulation 385-10 — Overall Army safety program standard.
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L. COMAR 26.11.21.06 — Control of emission from an asbestos project
subject to NESHAP — clearance process needs to be executed subsequent to
abatement.

M. Multi-Employer Worksite Directive (OSHA) — CPL2-0.124 - Multi-Employer
Citation Policy.

N. ANSI A10.33 — Safety and Health Program Requirements for Multi-
Employer Projects.

11. If you directly observed or were aware of specific violations of law, policy, or
regulation, did you ever report those violations to law enforcement or other
appropriate officials? If so, who specifically did you report this to and when?

See Response No. 10 and the Asbestos Report, WFA 0371 — WFA 0375. |
made serious inquiries and reported the violations of laws, rules and regulations
internally to APG personnel in an attempt to remedy and fix the problems. Inquiries for
information and documentation remained unanswered. To my knowledge, the violations
of laws, rules and regulations have not been corrected. | did not report the violations of
laws, rules and regulations to any external individuals or agencies, including, but not
limited to, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, the Environmental Protection
Agency or Maryland Department of the Environment.

12. To your knowledge, what are the general requirements for an asbestos
management program, and where are those requirements found or outlined?
Who is responsible for maintaining this program on APG?

The APG-Garrison is responsible for maintaining the asbestos management
program because it is the owner/landlord of the buildings that contain asbestos material.

My knowledge of the general requirements for an asbestos management program are

based upon the following laws, rules and regulations:
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A. Army Regulation 420-1, 5-19c and 5-24d - The development and
implementation of an asbestos management plan and the elements to be included in
the asbestos management plan.

B. A.) 29 C.F.R. 1910.1001(j)(3)(i)-(iii); B.) 29 C.F.R. 1926.1101(k)(1); C.) 29
C.F.R. 1926.1101(k)(2)(i); D.) 40 C.F.R. 61.145; E.) Army Regulation 420-1, Chapters
5-23 and 5-24; F.) Department of Army Pamphlet 40-513, Chapters 1 and 2; and G.)
Engineering Manual 385-1-1 06.C.03 - Regulations that the Agency is responsible for
the knowledge, information and documentation related to asbestos.

C. 29 CFR 1960.7(a) - OSHA regulation that requires agencies to have
financial and other resources to effectively implement and administer the agency's
occupational safety and health program.

13. Areyou aware whether APG or USACE officials maintained (or currently
maintain) an asbestos management program for APG?

As of my retirement effective December 31, 2021, the Agency did not have a
compliant asbestos management program. Agency personnel continually requested
that | approve an asbestos management program that was not compliant. | was
unwilling to compromise on compliance and would not approve any noncompliant
asbestos management program.

14. To your knowledge, what are the general requirements for asbestos
mitigation, and where are those requirements found or outlined? Who is
responsibility for ensuring appropriate asbestos mitigation on APG?

The APG-Garrison is responsible for ensuring appropriate asbestos mitigation at
APG because they are the owner/landlord of the buildings that contain asbestos

material. The general requirements for asbestos mitigation are set forth in the following

laws, rules and regulations:
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A A.) 29 C.F.R. 1910.1001(j)(3)(i)-(iii); B.) 29 C.F.R. 1926.1101(k)(1); C.) 29
C.F.R. 1926.1101(k)(2)(i); D.) 40 C.F.R. 61.145; E.) Army Regulation 420-1, Chapters
5-23 and 5-24; F.) Department of Army Pamphlet 40-513, Chapters 1 and 2; and G.)
Engineering Manual 385-1-1 06.C.03 - Regulations that the Agency is responsible for
the knowledge, information and documentation related to asbestos.

B. 29 CFR 1960.7(a) - OSHA regulation that requires agencies to have
financial and other resources to effectively implement and administer the agency's
occupational safety and health program.

C. Army Regulation 420-1, 5-19c and 5-24d - The development and
implementation of an asbestos management plan and the elements to be included in
the asbestos management plan.

D. Engineering Manual 385-1-1, 23.A.04 - All asbestos shall be removed
from structures in accordance with all laws before demolition begins.

E. Engineering Manual 385-1-1, 06.C.03 - Requires written asbestos
abatement plans.

F. 29 CFR 1910.1001(j)(3)(i, ii and iii) - Requires building and facility owners
to determine the presence, location and quantity of asbestos and presumed asbestos
materials, to maintain records of all information concerning the presence and location
and quantity of asbestos and to share all this information with select groups of
employees.

G. 29 CFR 1926.1101(g)(8)(ii) — Employer required to follow practices

pertaining to the removal of roofing material that includes asbestos.
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H. 29 CFR 1926.1101(k)(2)(i and ii) - Determine the location of asbestos and
notify persons at worksites of the presence of the asbestos and other requirements.

l. Department of Army Pamphlet 40-513, Chapters 1 and 2 - Outlines basic
elements of an installation asbestos management program, including how to go about
maintaining a facility asbestos inventory to include assessment and control
methodologies.

J. 40 CFR 61.145 - Inspection protocol for asbestos prior to demolition.

K. Army Regulation 385-10 — Overall Army safety program standard.

L. COMAR 26.11.21.06 — Control of emission from an asbestos project
subject to NESHAP — clearance process needs to be executed subsequent to
abatement.

M. Multi-Employer Worksite Directive (OSHA) — CPL2-0.124 - Multi-Employer
Citation Policy.

N. ANSI A10.33 — Safety and Health Program Requirements for Multi-
Employer Projects.

15. According to the U.S. Office of Special Counsel (OSC), you referenced
concerns with “large-scale demolition operations” managed by USACE,
including “older buildings that contain asbestos.” Specifically, you identified
concerns with asbestos mitigation involved in the demolition of Building
E2354 on APG. What were your specific observations and concerns in this
case? Please explain in detail.

Late March into early April, 2021, [{SJNSHIl] was ordered to survey and
inspect Building E2354, on behalf of the Installation Safety Office, to approve the
demolition to proceed. [{SHNSHI had received an abatement plan signed by an
accredited project designer, see WFA 0385 — WFA 0393, that included an accredited

asbestos survey, see WFA 0377 — WFA 0384, that indicated asbestos existed in the
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building and included plans to remove this asbestos. Upon entry into and inspection of
Building E2354, SIS discovered that asbestos floor tiles were already removed
from inside this building, even though the survey and accredited abatement plan
identified that asbestos floor tiles were in the building. The contractor, All Phase
Solutions, was planning to abate this same asbestos that no longer existed in Building
E2354 and had already been removed. During the monthly progress meetings in April,
2021, forward, [{SJNSHI inauired about this missing asbestos material and
requested information and documentation about its removal. Agency personnel were
unable to provide any information or documentation about the removal of this asbestos
material. To this day, Agency personnel have not been able to produce any information
or documentation about the removal of the asbestos material from Building E2354.

16. What was your official involvement related to the “large-scale demolition
operations” on APG, including with Building E2354? Please explain in detail.

As ordered by (SIS ' 2 required to provide approval on behalf of
the Installation Safety Office, to inspect compliance issues regarding the demolition
projects to permit the demolition projects to move forward. Due to the Agency’s failures
ongoing noncompliance and failures to provide responsive information and
documentation, | was unwilling to provide such approval.

17. Areyou aware of when Building E2354 was built, and when it was removed
(i.e., demolition operations occurred)?

| am not sure when Building E2354 was built. To my knowledge, it was

demolished approximately in the Spring of 2021.
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18. Do you have a copy of any relevant documentation related to your noted
observations and concerns, including (but not limited to) the site survey
conducted for Building E2354? If so, please detail what that documentation
is, and provide a copy for inclusion in this administrative investigation.

Yes, See WFA 0056 — WFA 0067, WFA 0136 — WFA 0138, WFA 200 - WFA

208, WFA 0274 — WFA 0289, WFA 0377 — WFA 0384, WFA 385 — WFA 393.

19. Do you know the specific APG or USACE officials that worked on this
Building E2354 project, including any contractor employees? If so, please
provide names and position titles, if possible.

Your inquiry requires is ambiguous, please provide further clarification on what

you mean by “officials that worked on this Building E2354 project.” For now, the

following individuals were associated with the project:

1. SIS -roicct manager for USACE;
2. [SESE -ojsct person for USACE;
3. NS UsACE safety person;

4. EA Engineering personnel; and

5. All Phase Solutions personnel.

There may be other individuals and | reserve the right to supplement this
response.

20. Do you know the specific contract and contractors that worked on this
Building E2354 project? If so, please provide any details you have, including
the name(s) of the contractor(s) and/or sub-contractor(s), and names of
specific contractor employees involved, if possible.

| do not have a copy of the entire contract. The contract number is

W912DR18C0056. But, | do have information documenting buildings to be abated,

including Building E2354.
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EA Engineering and All Phase Solutions were contractors that worked with the
demolition issues of Building E2354.

21. Do you know the specific officials, including any contractor employees, who
conducted the site survey for Building E23547 If so, please provide names
and position titles, if possible.

EA Engineering and Franki & Associates were involved in conducting asbestos
surveys for Building E2354.

22. According to OSC, you previously indicated you were able to detect
asbestos in floor tile, “mastic,” and roofing material. Is this true, how were
you able to confirm whether these materials in Building E2354 contained
asbestos?

Yes, from an accredited survey provided to me. See WFA 0377 — WFA 384.

23. What led you to suspect that asbestos-containing material had been
improperly removed from building APG E2354?

There is an accredited survey from 2009 identifying asbestos containing material
in Building E2354. See WFA 0377 — WFA 0384. Furthermore, an asbestos project
design abatement plan was prepared and submitted by All Phase Solutions, a USACE
contractor, for the pending asbestos abatement for Building E2354, see WFA 0385 —
WFA 0393. The scope of work in the asbestos abatement plan included the removal of
floor tile, mastic and roofing material that contained asbestos.

However, the asbestos material inside Building E2354 was already removed
because as of some point in 2019, the floor tile and mastic was noted as being missing.
Robert Albrecht was hired to perform some asbestos survey work in Building E2354 at
that time, and when he surveyed Building E2354, he noticed that the floor tile has
already been removed. See WFA 0394 — WFA 0396. When | inspected the building on

or about April 1, 2021, the floor tile was missing too.
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24. Who is the Building Manager of Building E2354?
| do not know of any actual building manager. The building was vacant upon my
involvement.

25. With whom did you collaborate with or have discussions with while
conducting a site survey of Building E2354? What was discussed and when?

| collaborated with and had discussions with the following individuals while
conducting a site survey of Building E2354:

1. - from All Phase Solutions:

2. (G o EA Engineering;
3. (S iom EA Engineering; and
4. (SEEI o EA Engineering.

We discussed the missing asbestos floor tiles and mastic, and | inquired whether
anyone knew anything about the missing asbestos floor tiles and mastic.

26. According to OSC, you previously requested documentation (from APG and
USACE) related to the prior removal of asbestos-containing materials on
APG, but never received aresponse. If this is true, please explain in detail,
including (but not limited to): the specific documentation you requested; the
purpose or justification for your request(s); the name and position titles of
those you requested the documentation from; and that date(s) of those
request(s).

Yes, since the progress meetings related to demolition projects in April 2021, |
have requested information and documentation about the removal of the asbestos
material in Building E2354 such as:

1. Who did it?

2. When did they do it?

3. How did they do it?

4. Was the removal and disposal done compliantly?
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To date, no information or documentation has been provided. Even as of late
January, 2022, | have been advised that information and documentation regarding the
removal of the asbestos does not exist.

27. Other than the concerns related to Building E2354, could you elaborate on
any other specific instances of non-compliance with asbestos mitigation

requirements at APG? Please explain in detail, including names and position
titles of officials involves, dates, locations, etc.

See Response No. 10 and Addendum to Interview with [{SHSHI included

herewith.
28. In order to fully investigate your concerns related to asbestos management

and mitigation on APG, who else would you suggest | speak with? Please
provide names and position titles (if possible) for other relevant witnesses.

BEEGI G-rison Safety Specialist.
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Addendum to Interview with _

Contract Award to Demolition Contractor, All Phase Solutions

It has been brought to my attention whether or not the sole source rocurement
of the above contractor is compliant with sole source procurement justifications. This
contract applies to Building E 2354, as well as other demolition projects at Aberdeen
Proving Ground administered through the Army Corps of Engineers.

All Phase Solutions "All Phase" had and continues to have demolition
contracts with the Army Corps of Engineers to perform demolition at Aberdeen Proving
Grounds (APG). The demolition contracts were first administered through Huntsville
Corps in Alabama. They were later awarded through Baltimore District Corps.

In short, All Phase had a checkered history when complying with safety issues
including non-compliant asbestos operations. This, as well as not getting the work
done and other reasons, the APG DPW contract was moved from Huntsville and
awarded to the Baltimore District. The contract or . rocurement was moved but a
contractor had to be selected. Baltimore District awarded the new demolition contract
right back to All Phase — sole sourced as a service contract, NOT a construction
contract. Demolition is a construction process, not a service process.

These are big contracts involving millions of dollars.

Additionally, APG DPW Engineering Branch recently awarded All Phase a
contact to perform demolition of two large facilities. | was informed this was another
sole source procurement.

These procurement issues have been brought to my attention by numerous
individuals and | personally withessed them. | professionally do not know whether or
not these procurement issues are compliant and/or legal, but under No Fear_ “if _ou see
something, you say somethin_" and you let the ex_erts fi_ure it out. | will add that as
things began to unravel with All Phase’s safety performance, in accordance with Army
Re_ulation safety practitioners are to elevate situations to contracting officers when
resolution is not made at the working level. | asked the Army Corps of Engineers for
the contracting officer contact information and they would not provide it, nor would my
supervisor back me on this request.

EA Engineering Involvement with Demolition, Asbestos, Etc.

EA En_ineerin_ is an embedded contractor that, among other thin_s oversees
demolition operations on behalf of the Army Corps of Engineers and the APG Garrison
Environmental Office. The Army is paying a contractor to perform numerous oversight
processes. There have been questions raised regarding the relationship of this
contractor as to:
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Whether or not they are performing services that are Government in nature at

the bequest of Government employees.

e They are at the same time running and staffing the project management office
under an Army contract.

e They are, in fact, performing work/asbestos surveys directly for the demolition
contractor (All Phase) and obviously billin accordin | .

e The EA Engineering director of safety,_, while em_lo_ed with

EA Engineering, was noted as the safety director for All Phase, the demolition
contractor.

Again, this relationship is what | have observed while doing my job, as well as
brou_ht u  to me b_ other individuals. |  rofessionall, do not know whether or not this
relationshi is com_liant and/or legal, but under the No Fear Act, “if you see something,
you say something” and allow the experts to figure it out.
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SWORN STATEMENT
For use of this form, see AR 190-45; the proponent agency is PMG.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
AUTHORITY: Title 10, USC Section 301; Title 5, USC Section 2951; E.O. 9397 Social Security Number (SSN).

PRINCIPAL PURPOSE To document potential criminal activity involving the U.S. Army, and to allow Army officials to maintain discipline,
law and order through investigation of complaints and incidents.

ROUTINE USES Information provided may be further disclosed to federal, state, local, and foreign government law enforcement
agencies, prosecutors, courts, child protective services, victims, witnesses, the Department of Veterans Affairs, and
the Office of Personnel Management. Information provided may be used for determinations regarding judicial or
non-judicial punishment, other administrative disciplinary actions, security clearances, recruitment, retention,
placement, and other personnel actions.

DISCLOSURE: Disclosure of your SSN and other information is voluntary
1. LOCATION 2. DATE (YYYYMMDD) 3. TIME 4. FILE NUMBER
Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), MD 20220217 11:31am N/A

b. LAS | NAME, FIRS | NAME, MIDULE NAME 6. SSN 7. GRADE/STATUS
(b) (6) | / DA Civilian
8. ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS

Environmental Restoration Branch (ERB), Directorate of Public Works, U.S. Army Garrison, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD
9

, WANT TO MAKE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT UNDER OATH:
Q:
A:

AR 15-6 Investigating Officer)

Q: Where are you currently employed, and how long have you been employed, with the U.S. Army Garrison at Aberdeen Proving
Ground (APG), Maryland?
A: Yes and 22 years.

Q: What are the names of your first and second-line supervisors and their respective duty titles?
A: Currently my direct supervisor position is vacant. It would be Environmental Restoration Branch (ERB) Branch Chief (vacant)
and my second line supervisor _

Q: What is your official title/position and how long have you been in that position?
A: Department of Public Works-Environmental Division, Environmental Engineer, 16 years

Q: What are your general duties and responsibilities in your current position? Please explain in detail.

A:1am currently Project Manager for the Installation Restoration Program, Federal Facility Program Manager/DPW Point of Contact
for the FY 18 and FY20 and Contaminated Demolition Program.

a. Installation Restoration Program — I conduct investigation of past activities that could have contaminated the soils or groundwater
media. If contamination is found then I am responsible for cleaning up the site to industrial levels.

b. Federal Facility Program (FRP) Manager/DPW Point of Contact - I am the DPW POC for the Program Management Office (PMO)
that handles the oversight the demolition contract (FY 18 and FY20) through the Baltimore CORP of Engineers. The office helps
review work plans, coordinate with APG/DPW support organization and tenants (ie. Installation Safety Office, DPW Ground and
Maintenance Division and Master Planning) and provide field oversite support.

c. Contaminated Demolition Program — Same responsibilities as the Federal Facility Program Manager/DPW Point of Contact but we
are dealing with potential contaminated buildings that dealt with Chemical Warfare Materials.

10. EXHIBIT 11. INITIALS OF PERSO G STATEMENT
PAGE 1 OF 8 PAGES

ADDITIONAL PAGES MUST CONTAIN THE HEADING "STATEMENT OF TAKEN AT DATED

THE BOTTOM OF EACH ADDITIONAL PAGE MUST BEAR THE INITIALS OF THE PERSON MAKING THE STATEMENT, AND PAGE NUMBER
MUST BE INDICATED.

DA FORM 2823, NOV 2006 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE APD LC v1.01ES



USE THIS PAGE IF NEEDED. IF THIS PAGE IS NOT NEEDED, PLEASE PROCEED TO FINAL PAGE OF THIS FORM

STATEMENT OF_ TAKEN AT APG, MD DATED 20220217

9. STATEMENT (Continued)

Q: What are your general duties and responsibilities related to management and/or mitigation of asbestos and other hazardous
materials? Please explain in detail.

A: Being part of the program management office we review work plans and is the liaison between Installation Safety Office (ISO)
and the Baltimore CORP of Engineers. My role is an “oversight role” to make sure that plans are being review by PMO subject
matter experts, interfacing with APG tenant organization, step in if they are issues that involves APG Garrison that requires DPW
attention. The asbestos involvement is the fact that majority of the building being demolished was built prior to 1970 and requires
asbestos abatement before they can be demolished. As the DPW overall program manager to ensure that the PMO is reviewing and
tracking all asbestos work plans and responding to issues and comments relating to asbestos.

Q: Who are the primary stakeholders that you work with concerning the management, mitigation, and/or abatement of asbestos on
APG?

A: The primary stakeholder is the APG Garrison. The Baltimore CORP of Engineers are the one that ensures that the work is being
done in accordance to the work plan and MDE regulations. They are also responsible to report back to APG where the asbestos goes
and the amount sent.

Q: What are the names, position titles, organizations, and responsibilities of those you work with (on a frequent basis) concerning
matters related to management, mitigation, and/or abatement of asbestos on APG?

A: Program Management Office
ﬂ _@army mil , (EA contractor, PMO Program Manager) -1andles the day to day

operations and is involved with coordination between ISO and Baltimore CORP of Engineers.
_ usace.army.mil. , Baltimore CORP of Engineers, Program Manager for the FY20 FRP and

Contaminated Demo Program.
(@usace.army.mil , (Baltimore CORP of Engineers) —inews work/health and safety plans to make
sure they are compliant to EM-385 and to Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) regulations and conduct field inspection

tA ancure anntrantar daina tha warl ancording to the nlane
1o SnSUre Coniracior aoing tnge work aceording ¢ ing p.ans.

Q: When was the current Installation Asbestos Management Plan (AMP) signed? Do you have a copy you could provide, as well as
the previous two versions of this plan?

A: No, I do not. Please contact -_@anny.mil),.s the POC for DPW Environmental relating to

the Asbestos Management Plan.

Q: Who is responsible for ensuring the update/maintenance of a current AMP on APG?
A: DPW Environmental Division is responsible for update/maintenance of a current AMP. The POC for that is -

Q: Are installations, such as APG, required to maintain a current AMP? If so, what are the relevant laws and/or regulations that
mandate this?

A: Please contact -he draft AMP is currently being updated and that document should have all relevant laws and/or
regulations you’re requesting.

Q: What procedures or policies are in place at APG to ensure compliance with asbestos management and mitigation at buildings and
facilities on the installation? Please explain in detail.

A: For the FRP and Contaminated Building Program APG hires the CORP of Engineers to provide that oversight ensure compliance.
The program management office is part of that oversight for the above program.

Q: Have surveys been appropriately conducted at APG to identify the presence of asbestos hazards or asbestos containing material
within installation buildings and facilities? If so, do you have copies of such surveys to provide, and have any surveys raised concerns
to you or others you work with? Please explain in detail.

A: 1 can only speak for the FRP and the Contaminated Demolition Program. For the FY'18 asbestos surveys were done to help
provide the bidder an idea of potential asbestos issues. The CORP of Engineers reviewed the initial survey and walked the building
and if anything was missed required the contractor fill in the gaps. One issue did come up that when conducting resurvey in building
E2354. The original report discussed asbestos floor tiles being certain area but was not there when we resurvey

INITIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMEN
PAGE 2 OF 8§ PAGES
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| STATEMENT OF_ TAKEN AT APG, MD DATED 20220217

9. STATEMENT (Continued)
Q: Have any surveys been performed at APG to identify the presence of asbestos hazards or asbestos containing material in all

installation facilities constructed prior to 1990? If so, have any of these surveys identified the presence of asbestos, and have
appropriate actions been taken to address those concerns? Please explain in detail.
A: I do not know.

Q: When was the last survey of APG buildings and facilities conducted on APG?
A: 1 do not know, however every building prior to being demolished will have asbestos/hazardous material survey

Q: To your knowledge, were there issues surrounding funding in regards to the Asbestos Management Plan and conducting surveys
on APG? If so, please explain in detail.
A: No.

Q: In the AMP (dated March 2021), it states, “APG conducted an installation wide asbestos survey and assessment between 1989 and
1992 for most, but not all real property inventory.” How many buildings on APG prior to 1980 have been and have not been
inspected? Can you provide documentation of the surveys?

A: I do not know.

Q: Who is the Asbestos Program Manager at DPW and for APG?
A: ontact information was provided above.

Q: Where are reports related to asbestos on APG stored? Is there a centrally managed location?
A: On the share drive please contact France Mason for exact location. The FRP and Contaminated Program keeps a copy of all
reports on the O: Drive.

Q: What is “ABTIS” and how is this system used as it relates to storing and managing asbestos and other hazardous material
documentation for APG?
A: [ do not know it is not used as part of our program.

Q: What is “DPW 4283 and how does this process work as it relates to matters/concerns related asbestos?
A: 1 do not know. My involvement happens after the 4283 is completed.

AFFIDAVIT
I , HAVE READ OR HAVE HAD READ TO ME THIS STATEMENT
WHICH BEGINS ON PAGE 1, AND ENDS ON PAGE 8 | FULLY UNDERSTAND THE CONTENTS OF THE ENTIRE STATEMENT MADE
BY ME. THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. | HAVE INITIALED ALL CORRECTIONS AND HAVE INITIALED THE BOTTOM OF EACH PAGE
CONTAINING THE STATEMENT. | HAVE MADE THIS STATEMENT FREELY WITHOUT HOPE OF BENEFIT OR REWARD, WITHOUT

THREAT OF PUNISHMENT, AND WITHOUT COERCION, UNLAWFUL INFLUENM

(Signature of Person Making Statement)

WITNESSES: Subscribed and sworn to before me, a person authorized by law to
administer oaths, this  17th  gay of February | 2022
at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland

ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS (Signature of Person Administering Oath)

(Typed Name of Person Administering Oath)
5U.8.C.303
ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS (Authority To Administer Oaths)

INITIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEME
PAGE 3 OF 8 PAGES
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SWORN STATEMENT of (SIS TAKEN AT APG MD, DATED 20220217
DA FORM 2823 (Continued) / Page 4 of 8 Pages

Q: What government oversight inspections (i.e., AAA Audits, Inspector General
Inspections, OSHA Inspections) have been conducted of APG’s Asbestos Management
Plan in the past ten years? What were the results? What actions were taken to correct
any noted deficiencies, and by whom?

A: This is outside my program, however S S \vould be best answer this. We
do have Army Environmental Command do an Environmental Performance Assessment
System (EPAS) audit every two to three years on the Compliance Program and
asbestos program is part of that review.

Q: Are APG or other personnel conducting asbestos hazard risk assessments, including
assessments by Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA) certified
inspectors? Please explain in detail.

A: | do not know outside of my programs. For the FRP and Contaminated Demolition
Program we verify that the contractor doing the work are certified and their people
certification are up to date. The PM office along with CORP of Engineers have
asbestos certified people to review plans and to conduct field inspection.

Q: If anyone expressed safety concerns related to asbestos, how would those concerns
be addressed? What is the confliction resolution policy?

A: ISO relating to E5188 had concerns using the alternate work practices to take down
the roof. Because of the size and thickness of the panels and roof construction worker
safety was in question the CORP agreed to the alternative work practices provided that
the proper paperwork for the variance is completed and we have MDE concurrence.
ISO was concern about asbestos partials leaving the site. The compromise was to
demonstrate that the alternative work practices does work by preforming initial work
during off hours and taking air samples around the building and have them analyzed.
The data was shared with ISO. Once the demonstration was successful the work was
conducted during normal hours and continued monitoring to ensure asbestos was being
contained on site.

Q: Are you personally aware of any safety concerns raised by any person (including
APG employees) regarding asbestos, asbestos containing material in APG buildings or
facilities, or APG’s mitigation or abatement of such hazards? If so, please explain those
circumstances in detail, and what was done in response.

A: Other than E5188 and Building 4035 | am not aware of any safety concerns. The
major concern was with the ISO about potential release of asbestos leaving the site.

Q: What is the Asbestos Management Team Environmental Quality Control Committee
(EQCC)? How often does it meet? What is its charter? Who are the members and what
are their roles? Please explain in detail.

A: There is a little confusion the Asbestos Team and Environmental Quality Control
Committee they are not the one of the same.

?Initials)



SWORN STATEMENT of (SIS TAKEN AT APG MD, DATED 20220217
DA FORM 2823 (Continued) / Page 5 of 8 Pages

Asbestos Team is run by DPW Grounds and Maintenance Division on DPW. They
handle small asbestos clean-up operations. EQCC is a quarterly meeting with Garrison
Commander and APG tenants to inform them of environmental issues or new policies.
During this time Garrison Commander is updated on EPAS findings.

Q: Who is responsible for providing annual asbestos awareness training at APG, and
who is required to receive this training?

A: Please contact [SESIIING-

Q: How often is asbestos awareness training conducted? How is it coordinated
installation wide? Do you have copies of training logs?

A: Please contact [SESIIEIGEG-

Q: Who are the DPW/ECB employees who hold Maryland State Accreditation regarding
asbestos?

A: Environmental Compliance Branch (ECB) of DPW holds there records for their
employees and DPW Asbestos Team should hold a copy of certificate at their office. |
do not know the names you have to ask the organizations list of people doing the work.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E2354, particularly involving
asbestos removal/abatement. What is your understanding of any issues with building
E2354 and asbestos? Please explain in detail.

A: As stated above a pre-survey was done that when E2354. The original report
discussed asbestos floor tiles being in certain area but when we resurvey those tiles
were not there. The PMO office informed ISO about it the discrepancy. The PMO did
try to research what could have happened but no avail.

Q: Was the asbestos (i.e., tile, mastic, and roofing) in Building E2354 abated properly,
in your opinion? Please explain in detail.
A: | do not know.

Q: Who is the contractor responsible for asbestos abatement/removal for the Building
E2354 project on APG?

A: Baltimore CORP of Engineer was responsible for asbestos abatement/removal and
their contractor was Allphase. However, the incident in question was prior to them
moving into the building.

Q: Who are the contractor(s) and contractor employee(s) that are generally or frequently
involved with asbestos matters on APG? Do any of these contractors work full-time at
APG within DPW? What are their general roles and responsibilities related to asbestos
management, mitigation, and/or abatement? Please explain in detail.

(Initials)



SWORN STATEMENT of (SIS TAKEN AT APG MD, DATED 20220217
DA FORM 2823 (Continued) / Page 6 of 8 Pages

A: | do know outside the FRP and Contaminated Building Demolition Program. For us
PMO office along with CORP of Engineers are responsible for reviewing asbestos
plans, coordinating with ISO for asbestos plans, and providing oversight when the
contractor is preforming abatement. The support contractor through CORP of
Engineers has dictated staff to support building demolition. See S for
more detail.

Q: Has anyone ever raised any concerns regarding contractor involvement,
engagement, or performance related to their role in asbestos management, mitigation,
and/or abatement on APG? If so, please explain in detail.

A: [DIGEE r=ised concerns that Allphase paid EA engineering to perform some of
the surveys and the PMO is being supported by EA. However, that statement was
immaterial becausci S CORP of Engineer government employee and
asbestos certified, independently review all the plans and conducted site visits to verify
the survey.

Q: Who manages and administers the contracts and contractor employee(s) engaged in
asbestos management, mitigation, and/or abatement on APG?

A: It depends. The DPW Engineering group would be responsible for any projects that
involves renovations. They would be responsible for contracting the work out,
identifying if asbestos mitigation is required, verifying that license asbestos contractor is
doing the work. If it is small job then Building and Maintenance Asbestos Team
(Government Team) might handle it. For FRP and Contaminated Building demolition
the Baltimore CORP of Engineers.

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’s abatement plan for Building
E23547 Do you have a copy of the abatement plan?
A: No and yes. Will provide a copy of the abatement plan.

Q: Did you, or anyone you know, ever go to Building E2354 for an inspection or survey?
If so, please explain, to include identifying when this occurred, who else was present
during that inspection or survey, and what was identified.

A: Please contact [SESHIIEE

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E5188. What is your
understanding of any issues with building E5188 as it relates to asbestos? Please
explain in detail.

A: ISO had concerns using the alternate work practices to take down the roof. Because
of the size and thickness of the panels and roof construction worker safety was in
question the CORP agreed to the alternative work practices, provided that the
contractor followed the guidance for the variance and get MDE concurrence. 1SO was
concern about asbestos partials leaving the site.

(Initials)



SWORN STATEMENT of (SIS TAKEN AT APG MD, DATED 20220217
DA FORM 2823 (Continued) / Page 7 of 8 Pages

The compromise was to demonstrate that the alternative work practices does work by
preforming the work during off hours and taking air samples around the building and
have them analyzed. The data was shared with ISO. Once the demonstration was
successful the work was conducted during normal hours and continued monitoring.

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’s abatement plan for Building
E51887 Do you have a copy of the abatement plan or any other
information/documentation you could share on this?

A: No irregularities and documentation will be provide to you by DOD Safe Access.

Q: Did you believe that there were other alternatives to abating the asbestos transite
panels at Building E5188, or was demolition of the building wholesale the best option?
Please explain in detail.

A: Yes, during this time the contractor and the CORP of Engineers had several meeting
to discuss other alternatives. Because the design of the roof workers would have to
remove the panels from inside which lead to all kinds of risks to the worker.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building 4035. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?

A: Yes, my understanding that the roof contains asbestos and that the alternative work
practices not agreed upon by ISO. Their argument was that the contractor should
manually take down the roof.

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’s abatement plan for Building
40357 Do you have a copy of the abatement plan or any other
information/documentation you could share on this?

A: No, the project was not under my program until a later after the worked stopped
based on ISO concerns.

Q: Did you believe that there were alternatives to the abatement of asbestos roofing
materials, or was demolition of the building wholesale warranted? Please explain in
detail.

A: The issue is it could have been done either way however in review the
documentation it need to be tighter to go the alternative method and provide air sample
to ensure the asbestos is being contained. Currently the contractor is working with
CORRP of Engineer to provide an acceptable plan take down the roof.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E4405. What is your

understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?
A: No, the building was sampled and asbestos was not found in the building.

(Initials)



SWORN STATEMENT of (SIS TAKEN AT APG MD, DATED 20220217
DA FORM 2823 (Continued) / Page 8 of 8 Pages

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’s abatement plan for Building
E44057? Do you have a copy of the abatement plan or any other
information/documentation you could share on this?

A: No, will provide documentation for E4405 showing the sampling results.

Q: Do you know [BESHEEEEEEE ° |f so, how do you know BIR” Has [BISHIEEEE

ever raised concerns to you or others about asbestos management, mitigation, or
abatement on APG? How, if at all, were any of jiilconcerns addressed? Please explain
in detail.

A: Yes, | have known [l since 1998. | have work with [gilil on various projects relating
to installation restoration program. |jij did some of the Health and Safety reviews for
our projects. | did not get involved with asbestos until 2020 when | became DPW
program manager for FRP and Contaminated Demo. Any concernsiji§ had on the FRP
and Contaminated Demo we tried to address all i concerns.  When S and
CORP were at an impasse then we had to elevate it to S S to help move this
along. E5188 is good example. Where we ultimately found a compromise to do it off
hours and show that asbestos was not leaving the site.

Q: Is there anyone else that you think | should talk to concerning asbestos
management, mitigation, or abatement on APG?

A . ENCE 2 rmy.mil , (EA contractor) — Il

handles the day to day operations and is involved with coordination between ISO and
Baltimore CORP of Engineers.

IO @usace.army.mil. , (Baltimore CORP of
Engineers) — Program Manager for the CORP of Englneers for the FY20 FRP and
Contaminated Demo Program and PMO.

, IDESI @ usace.army.mil, (Baltimore CORP of Engineers) — review
Work plans to make sure they are compliant to EM-385 and to MDE regulations and
conduct field inspection to ensure contractor doing the work according to the plans.

Q: Is there any other information or documentation you would like to share that might be
relevant to this investigation?

A: I will send you meeting minutes between ISO and CORRP relating to work/health
safety plan reviews.

END OF STATEMENT

(Initials)



_ — EnviroVantage EH&S Engineer
NG - -co

Re: Work Plan for Building E5188; Demolition with ACM in place; Alternate Work Practices

INTRODUCTION:

Building E5188 is scheduled for demolition. Interior asbestos abatement has been completed by
EnviroVantage. The roofing system comprised of the top component being spray foam insulation, two
layers of corrugated transite roof panels, one single layer of interior transite ceiling panel, multiple
layers of paint and a steel truss system. Building E5188 has been examined by a structural engineer on
December 16, 2019 (Report attached as Appendix A). In order to access the corrugated roof fasteners,
the spray foam insulation would need to be removed. The typical removal process would be to have the
workers access the roof and utilizing 2” carbide scrapers, remove the insulation. The structural engineer
cannot determine or estimate the allowable roof live load capacity to facilitate safe access, therefore
this is not a possibility. A penetration into the roof from the confines of an Aerial Work Platform (AWP)
was performed by_, the Competent Person (CP) on site. The investigation revealed that
the panels were in fact fastened to C8 purlins from above utilizing a through bolt and compression
fastener. It was also noted that during the original installation of the corrugated roof panel that an
asphalt sealant was used on both vertical and horizontal panel overlaps. The safest method for removing
both roof and interior ceiling panels intact is through reverse engineering. The reverse engineering of
the roof system as it stands is infeasible. It has been determined that an alternate work practice is
necessary. The alternative work practice is full above grade building demolition with ACM panels intact.
A letter of Interpretation from OSHA regarding the application of the asbestos standard to demolition of
buildings with ACM in place, August 26, 2002 has been included as Appendix B. Our intention is to follow
the provisions of this guideline.

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

All abatement and demolition work shall be conducted by EnviroVantage, a Maryland licensed
abatement and demolition contractor. The work shall proceed in the following order:

Interior Abatement, Building E5188 Demolition, Slab and foundation removal.



BUILDING DEMOLITION WITH ACM IN PLACE:

It has been determined by_ (EV S.S/CP) that due to the current conditions
as described in the introduction, the reverse mechanical removal of both the ACM corrugated roof and
interior ceiling panels is infeasible. The roofing system cannot be verified to be structurally sound for
workers to work from. Lift access from both the interior and exterior is also infeasible due to the interior
transite ceiling panel being installed during the construction of the building from above prior to the roof
being installed. Access from the exterior is also difficult given the exterior roof pitch angle, because the
worker would be attempting to conduct work at a knee level from the basket. Given all of these issues,
an alternate work practice is warranted.

Alternate methods we have previously evaluated include:
Removal of spray foam:

Removal of the spray foam was deemed unfeasible due to the Engineer’s report dated 12/16/19 as well
as the lift access observations and restrictions conducted by_.

Removal of interior transite ceiling panels via scissor lift and scaffolding:

Removal of the interior transite ceiling panel by scissor/boom lift and scaffolding was deemed unfeasible
due to the additional hazards of having the worker break the transite panel from a position underneath
the heavily weighted ceiling panel. Ceiling panels are on average 4’ x 12’ and weigh well over 100 Ibs.
The size of the panel relative to an average scissor lift basket is much larger and breaking the panels is
not a precise science and could have parts of the panels fall uncontrolled. Although scaffolding can be
erected into almost any size, the size and weight of the panels makes this difficult to have employees
working above their heads. It was also noted that at no time could the breaking of the panel be done in
such a way that would ensure the complete control of debris, placing the worker(s) at greater risk to
being struck by projectiles.

All work shall be conducted will abide by the parameters in 1926.1101(g)(8)(vi) which sets forth
procedures for using different or modified engineering and work practice controls. The area to be
demolished shall be isolated using barrier tape that warns that there is an asbestos hazard. Access to the
area shall be prohibited to all unauthorized personnel. The control access zone will be approx. 40’ from
the exterior of the building which is the approx. location of the current temporary fence line. The
controlled access zone will be properly marked as stated within the MDE regulations. A three chamber
personnel decontamination unit shall be constructed at the front of the exclusion zone. Misters and
water hoses shall be used during all exterior and bulk loading activities at this site. Building demolition
will be done utilizing heavy excavator equipment.

The asbestos containing debris shall be wetted and bulk loaded into double lined poly leak tight
roll off container. Any stockpile of materials will be kept adequately wet during the work shift and
covered at the end of each shift and on weekends. At no time shall there be visible emissions from the
site. If visible emissions are observed, all work must immediately cease and corrective action must be
taken. For dust control, continuous wetting using a hose and mechanical mister shall be required while
all work is being conducted.



All demolition work and loading shall be conducted from within the regulated area. The building
will be soaked down prior to any demolition activity. The excavator will grab the main trusses, apply a
cyclical push/pull force on the truss to allow the panels to fall into the building envelope. Care will be
taken to minimize any pulverization of the ACM. Once on the ground the ACM debris will be loaded into
the lined container utilizing excavators outfitted with material handling attachments “rotating clam
shell, two over three grapple”. Perimeter air monitoring will be taken to ensure the site does not
become contaminated. The project monitor will conduct visual clearances post HEPA vacuuming of the
slab surface.

All equipment used in the loading process will be the property of EnviroVantage. The equipment
operator doing the loading will be an employee of EnviroVantage. Any equipment used in the exclusion
zone shall be decontaminated by washing it off before it leaves the exclusion zone. The container
transporting waste to the permitted disposal facility shall be lined with two layers of 10 mil polyethylene
sealed tightly. The double layered poly bag will have the required OSHA warnings, DOT codes, and
generator labels with DOT class#9 labels before it leaves the site. All waste shipment records will be
provided to appropriate parties once received from the disposal facility.

Equipment decontamination

All equipment and personnel associate with the asbestos abatement operation shall be fully
decontaminated before being released to other service

PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

All personnel “equipment operators and ground crew” inside the exclusion zone shall be Maryland
licensed asbestos abatement workers, inspectors or Supervisors, as well as medically qualified to work in
an asbestos abatement area. All workers at a minimum shall be trained in accordance with
29CFR1926.1101(k)(9). The Competent Person training requirements will be in accordance with
29CFR1926.1101(0)(4).

AIR MONITORING

Initial Exposure Assessments (IEA) shall rely on air monitoring data collected from 2 other similar
projects conducted by EnviroVantage. One project consisted of demolition with Class | (TSI) material still
present. (Appendix C). Worker tasks during that operation consisted of operators in cabs and ground
workers cleaning the site of potential asbestos containing building material (ACMB). Even though we
have this historical data, on this site EnviroVantage will still require its workers to don PAPR’s with HEPA
filters until onsite monitoring results are analyzed and determined to be below the PEL.

Personal air monitoring will follow the asbestos abatement demolition plan. The sampling will be
conducted by the Industrial Hygienist or competent person, consisting of full-shift sampling along with a
30 minute excursion and appropriate field blanks, will be conducted the first two days of each task at
each building, and will be representative of exposures associated with the operation that is most likely
to produce exposures above the excursion limit. Once onsite air monitoring proves levels below the PEL
and the excursion limit, this data will be used to establish a Negative Exposure Assessment (NEA) if the
identified CP see’s fit. All air monitoring and visual inspections will be conducted by the project monitor,
abatement supervisor and the competent person. All OSHA required personnel sampling is the
responsibility of EnviroVantage. The project monitor shall review the notifications to verify



completeness, periodically inspect the work site prior to and during the demolition and loading
operations, and record their results in a site logbook. All records shall be maintained on site.

Ambient air monitoring around the circumference of the work area shall be performed on a continuous
basis during the demolition and loading operations. Attention shall be paid to the downwind adjacent
areas to ensure the work controls are sound. If the air monitoring results reach or exceed the asbestos
PEL of .1 f/cc or EL of 1.0 f/cc, then all work shall stop and corrective action shall be made. The work
methods shall be evaluated prior to continuing any further work.

Inspection of the entire work area shall be performed jointly by the asbestos site supervisor and the
project monitor. Once this inspection has been completed, the Competent Person will conduct a post-
abatement visual inspection. The regulated area shall remain in place until this inspection has been
completed.
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Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E2354, particularly involving asbestos
removal/abatement. What is your understanding of any issues with building E2354 and
asbestos? Please explain in detail.

A: Building E2354 is on the FY18 Facility Reduction Program (FRP). As the former program
manager for this contract action (executed through Baltimore District USACE), I am aware of
some documents relating to this building. These documents were used by the contractor to
develop their initial demolition work plan and subsequent proposal prior to award. ACM was
identified in a survey conducted in 2011 by USACE and identified again in an ACM
abatement plan dated 3/23/21.

Q: Was the asbestos (i.e., tile, mastic, and roofing) in Building E2354 abated properly, in your
opinion? Please explain in detail.

A: Unknown. The FRP was transferred from me to the DPW Env Division in early 2020. E2354
was demolished over a year later.

Q: Who is the contractor responsible for asbestos abatement/removal for the Building E2354
project on APG?

A: All Phase Services, Inc. as the prime Ktr. Related documents to this project indicate an
abatement company — Retro Environmental, conducted some of the ACM abatement.

Q: Who are the contractor(s) and contractor employee(s) that are generally or frequently
involved with asbestos matters on APG? Do any of these contractors work full-time at APG
within DPW? What are their general roles and responsibilities related to asbestos
management, mitigation, and/or abatement? Please explain in detail.

A: The DPW has had several contract employees providing operational support in a variety of
roles at DPW. I am aware of, but do not have firsthand knowledge of or the level of support
provided by these contractors within the DPW relating to asbestos management. However, I
am aware the DPW Env Division has a few contract personnel providing support to the
Contaminated and non-contaminated FRP which would include ACM management.

Q: Has anyone ever raised any concemns regarding contractor involvement, engagement, or
performance related to their role in asbestos management, mitigation, and/or abatement on
APG? If so, please explain in detail.

A: Unknown.

Q: Who manages and administers the contracts and contractor employee(s) engaged in asbestos
management, mitigation, and/or abatement on APG?
A: Unknown.

(Initials)
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It’s unknown if qmssessed the credentials to perform an ACM assessment, but
the Ktr hired Progressive Environmental as a subKtr to perform the ACM abatement based on
this assessment. The tower shack PACM elements were abated on 11/14/18. The ACM waste

manifest, air samples and final clearance documents were provided by the Ktr (see
attachments).

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building 4035. What is your understanding of any
issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?

A: Elements of the roofing tested positive for ACM. The Kitr has submitted multiple demolition
and ACM abatement plans for review but these have been repeatedly rejected by the ISO.
The demo plan was accepted on 1/25/22, but rescinded by the USACE Program Management
Office (PMO) on 2/4/22. The building is still standing.

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’s abatement plan for Building 4035? Do
you have a copy of the abatement plan or any other information/documentation you could
share on this?

A: No irregularities were noted. Yes, ACM abatement plans are attached.

Q: Did you believe that there were alternatives to the abatement of asbestos roofing materials, or
was demolition of the building wholesale warranted? Please explain in detail.

A: Yes. The Ktr’s initial demo plan was to drop the building and abate the ACM on the ground.
This method was rejected by the ISO. On 3/11/20, the Ktr’s engineering firm on record
provided a structural assessment and concluded: “.....placing workers on top of the roof would
be unnecessarily putting the workers in greater danger due to the unknown full extent of the
roof damage and decay.” The ISO has insisted that their prescribed method of placing
abatement personnel on the roof was the only way to abate the ACM despite multiple
engineering warnings of an unstable roof surface. There has been no flexibility to accepting
alternative methods for ACM abatement.

Specifically, the Ktr’s engineer of record recommended doing a ‘wet’ demo by dropping the
building one bay at a time and separate the ACM while on the ground from regular debris.
This method in various forms has been repeatedly rejected by the ISO despite the demo &
ACM abatement plans addressing safety and exposure concerns. Safety & exposure concems
included working on the weekends when the Post is less populated, road closures, and
combined with wet demo would have mitigated dust plumes with the dropping of the roof.

Another issue ignored by the ISO is the fact the identified ACM is Class II non-friable
embedded in asphalt mastic and would not be released as free floating fibers during
demolition. The subKtr’s performing the work would also be completely outfitted in Personal
Protective Equipment to ensure no exposure.

(Initials)










KW Engineering Consulting Engineers
2053 West Woodbine Rd. Airville, PA 17302 (717) 862-3455 o FAX (717) 862-3455
Email: ken@kweng net

Kenneth A Watters I, P.E., Principal

Pre-Engineering Survey for building demolition,
Aberdeen Proving Grounds, Edgewood Area.
Structure, Utilities & Site Conditions

Report Date: 10/27/2020 Who was on site:_
Contract: FY-18 W912DR18C0056

Building #: 4035
KW job#: 20-091

-’

Per your request my office revisited the above referenced building on Aberdeen Proving
Grounds to resurvey the building condition. The engineering survey is an evaluation of the
conditions on a project site in preparation for the development of plans and procedures to
bring the structure down and ensure the building is safe for preparatory activities required at
the above referenced structure, such as furniture and nonstructural materials removal prior to
demolition.

The survey was limited to readily accessible areas and does not include any type of demolition
or removal of finishes. Surveys and related observations were performed in accordance with
my understanding of EM 385 1-1, Section 23.A.01. Temporary structural stabilization does not
appear to be required at the time of the site visit for the section of the building that is being
entered.

Building Description: Building #4035 is approximately 12,982 square feet and is a single-story
structure with a pitched roof. It is constructed as a metal framed building consisting of steel
columns with steel girder trusses and wide-flanged beam roof purlins supporting a wooden deck.
The roof covering is reported to be an asbestos containing material (ACM). The windows have
been removed from the building. An addition located on the southwest side of the building has
partially collapsed and is unsafe to enter. There were no signs of live electricity, water or gas in
the building. The contractor has stated that confirmation is being coordinated with the Program
Management Office (PMO).

Observations/Conditions:

Walls: The lower exterior of the building is constructed of an approximately 4 % ft bock wall.
The windows have been removed leaving large openings in the midsection of the building. Both
gables and the top section band are wrapped in corrugated metal siding. The addition on the
southwestern side of the building has walls that are partially collapsed.
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Floor: The floor appears to be a slab on grade constructed of a poured concrete. No
crawlspaces were observed. An approximately 2000 sf addition to the structure on the
southwest side of the building was inaccessible due to a collapsed roof.

Roof: The roof is constructed of steel girder trusses and wide-flanged beam roof purlins
supporting a wooden deck. The roof covering is reported to be an asbestos containing material
(ACM). The roof shows approximately 12 previous repairs. There are locations where the repairs
have failed, demonstrating the lack of structural integrity. An estimated 65% of the roof shows
signs of decay. This includes signs of water damage, failed repairs and collapsed sections of the
roof. The condition of the roof shows increased signs of decay since the initial inspection
conducted by KW Engineering on March 9t, 2020.

Site Conditions:

1. Roadways: There is an active roadway located approximately 13 ft from the exterior wall
of the building. The proximity of the roaway should be taking into consideration when
planning the demoliton.

2. Parking Lot: There is an asphalt driveway located on the southern side of the building
that will be removed as part of the SOW.

3. Pedestrian Traffic: The perimeter fence has closed off the northern sidewalk located
within 13 ft of the building.

4. Temporary Fence: A security fence has been erected restricting the public from
accessing the work area.

5. Erosion Sediment & Control Measures: The contractor has an Erosion Sediment and
Control plan that has been approved by MDE. The controls have been installed and
inspected by MDE.

Client Information: We were provided with various existing plans for the project some or all of
the structural elements of the building may have been determined from these plans provided
by others and not specifically observed.

Findings: After the structural review, it is my opinion that based upon the observations the roof
is unsafe and should not be used to support workers, materials or equipment. The building has
a partially collapsed roof, failed repairs, and continues to show signs of decay since the initial
inspection conducted by KW Engineering on March 9t 2020.

Overhead Powerlines: There are overhead powerlines carrying a load of 13.8 kV with pole
mounted transformers running parallel with the Northern side of the building. The power poles
are located approximately 12 ft from the exterior wall. The proximity of the powerlines should
be taken into consideration when planning the demolition.

Recommendations: It would be my professional recommendation to perform a demolition with
ACM in place under adequately wet conditions. Alternative methods such as the utilization of a
fall arrest system would not be a safe option due to the risk of collapsing during the
loading/traversing of workers, material and equipment. It is recommended that the contractor
adhere to the accepted and approved by others Accident Prevention Plan (APP) when entering
the building to perform the contracted work. E.g. To conduct salvage activities prior to
demolition.
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Picture 1. Building 4035 Overview

This picture displays the building to be demolished outlined in green, the driveways/steampipes oulined
in yellow and the overhead powerlines, and roof damage outlined in red.

Picture 2. Building 4035 Overhead Powerlines

The roof covering is reported to contain asbestos and will require proper handling and disposal
as per OSHA 29 CFR 1926.1101. Our scope of work includes determining the safest method of

demolishing the building with consideration to the non-friable Asbestos Containing Material
(ACM) located on the roof.
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‘SWORN STATEMENT of_, TAKEN AT APG, MD, DATED
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(This is here to show how unrealistic -ea is besides clearing out a division for
a year of their regular work)

Why did the meetings stop? The EPAS is the short answer.

EPAS added a new area to be evaluated, High Risk Facilities, which over lapped with
asbestos. The ass spent a lot of time together and meet with*
Think the assessorﬂwho has a istory with ashestos was shocked by
-' ideas and amazed at how stuckaas.

Q: Are APG or other personnel conducting asbestos hazard risk assessments, including
assessments by Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA) certified
inspectors? Please explain in detail.

A: Asbestos, Lead Mold Team, Building and Structures Branch, Facilities Maintenance
Operations Division has 8 individuals that maintain state inspector certification,

Risk assessments is now a required course for all DPW but usually Public Health
Center is called in when there is an issue.

Q: If anyone expressed safety concerns related to asbestos, how would those concerns
be addressed?

A: Back during the OSHA letter issue-/vas acting environmental division
chief. Don’t remember why but it was thought that the signs Baltimore Corps of
Engineers had out warning of asbestos were not the correct wording. (Side issue; The
team from the BCE was two, GS 13, |H’ jgying doing IH work in the boiler
rooms; at that time the chief of ISO wasmmink | still have the email
where id the wording was good just needed 10 be mounted with screws instead of
tape. )ﬂhad a meeting WITH all the division chiefs in DPW and maybe some

branch chiefs asking what the sign should say. would say read the
OSHA law where it is about a third of the page of instructions but no examile. Finaily it

was like the whole room said together (know that did not really happen) raft
the sign so the s ake it. But it took the room full of chiefs talking, getting
frustrated to pusMe do his job. Onceqwrovided the wording the signs
were made and up within a week. If | remember correctly, it was like 12 sites at which
the signs needed to be changed (out of a 100+ sites check for asbestos).

After finishing the boiler room project that resulted in the OSHA letter, | went looking for
another project that was similar and could use end of year money.

{Initials)
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A: No formal inspections, just the Environmental Performance Assessment System
(EPAS) audits. A report was filed with OSHA in Nov 2018 but no visit. #
and | visited all sites listed, posted new memos and cleaned up two sites removing the
asbestos issue.

Q: How was the finding from the previous EPAS address in regards to the asbestos
managerment Plan?

A: What is not mentioned is the group that Vance had me start summer 2021, before
the EPAS in OCT 2021. Alcarese attend along with some chiefs and Industrial
Hyaienist's (IH) from different organization. The focus was to address safety issues. |
have provided the initial agenda. These were live meetings to encouragehn
attend. | can provide signin sheets if needed.

arted to schedule the meetings -had spread the word in DPW to attend.
as on leave so they started once he was back. [nitial a not environmental
branch chief want them to be held on TEAMS. | toid him that if they were not in person
ould not attend ({EJJiEIIHad call out of meetings in past that were not in
person) and that was the purpose to engage safety -— in the discussion.

| remember different division chiefs attending on different dates and being very helpful.

| also called_a drama gueen t ace after one of his repeats of the history of
asbestos incidents at APG. “ive in the past. [Jilwould repeat every asbestos
incident for the last 30 years. en | started in 2014 | work on what | could change like
closing the Class | EPAS finding. There was no money or fundable ideas to fix past
mistakes. id not offer any paths forward of building a team to do a new
inventory. along with two tenant IH's were always there. One on this IH's engage
o provide a way to meet and work on his issues. After this try being repeated
aid that if all the people in Engineering & Construction Division (ECD) were
trained inspectors they could spend a year performing a review of Foster Wheeler (FW).
Since | have a box of FW under my desk | had brought enough in so those that came to
the meeting would each have a copy. One of the FW's was for a building that belong to

the tenant that the IH was from so they dug into it, think this was the first time they had
seen it.

This was August —September 2021. Third week of Aug | received $25,000 end of year
money for certifiable asbestos training. This shows how fluid asbestos is. With this
money the shop personnel received the annual refreshers required to allow them to
respond to asbestos incidents. Also ECD received initial inspector training. This does
not mean they are ready to inspect for asbestos. They still need to take the state test,
be medically cleared and go out with an experience inspector. Normally a two person
team performs an inspection.
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This project would be after a second year of doing the boiler rooms behind the fence.
(behind the fence- APG has an internal fence with security guards to access the
area) The projects | considered were the steam lines, hot water heaters, and vaults.

I was just looking for places that might have asbestos. | was tasked with identifying
asbestos not removing it. This stopped when the second end-of-year money was pulled
back | stopped. But | had conversations with DPW Engineering Constructions Division
(ECD) that said the asbestos was gone in the vaults and the new hot water heaters
daon't have asbestos.

This is why | say all projects should address asbestos first. Even if it is just a statement
that the door handle being changed is a newer version from the 1980’s so no asbhestos
to making a hole to see what is behind the original wall.

Q: What is the confliction resolution policy? Who wrote it? Can you provide a copy of
this document?
A: ] am not aware of any of this.

Q: Are you personally aware of any safety concerns raised by any person {including
APG employees) regarding asbestos, asbestos containing material in APG buildings or
facilities, or APG’s mitigation or abatement of such hazards? If so, please explain those
circumstances in detail, and what was done in response.

A: Asbestos is not mined or processed at APG. AR420-1 says to not remove asbestos
if it is not damaged, When damaged asbestos is found the state certified team from the
shops or a state certified contractor is used. The AMP states this. In the past and may
still happen someone try’s a shorty cut and something happens like a fire or a broken
asbestos pipe. Then the state certified workers have to come and clean up. The chiefs
have a meeting with Public Health Center. With the last report to OSHA “ALL" the shop
personnel from chiefs to the asbestos team attended Asbestos Awareness training
including union reps. | attended and presented the reports from the boiler room surveys
prepared by IHs' from the Baltimore Corps of Engineers. The issue was that the results
had not been shared from the top to the bottom of the chain of command.

Q: What is the Asbestos Management Team Environmental Quality Control Committee
(EQCC)? How often does it meet? What is its charter? Who are the members and what
are their roles? Please explain in detail.

A: The EQCC is required by AR 200-1, a quarterly meeting, open to all, normally
attended by those who have an issue or are available. The POCs for a media brief.
This quarter are subcommittees with a condense EPAS presented. Next quarterly will
most likely cover the Oct 2021 EPAS in more detail since the final report should be here
in time for that meeting.

Q: Who is responsible for providing annual asbestos awareness training at APG, and
who is required to receive this training?
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A: | am not aware of any specific audits on asbestos compliance that were performed by
outside agencies. Internal to the Army the Environmental Division performs an annual
Environmental Performance Internal Assessment (EPAS) which includes asbestos and

hazardous material management can provide details on past EPAS
inspections, findings and corrective actions.

Q: Are APG or other personnel conducting asbestos hazard risk assessments, including
assessments by Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA) certified
inspectors? Please explain in detail.

A: Yes, DPW has trained and certified AHERA inspectors that perform asbestos
inspections and develop hazard risk assessments. DPW also has contractors that are
trained and certified by AHERA to perform asbestos inspections and develop hazard
risk assessments.

Q: If anyone expressed safety concerns related to asbestos, how would those concerns
be addressed? What is the confliction resolution policy? Who wrote it? Can you provide
a copy of this document?

A: If DPW received any concerns related to asbestos, either formal or informal,
immediate action would be taken to validate and address those concerns. DPW takes
asbestos compliance very seriously and is committed to ensuring that all local, state
and federal laws and regulations are followed.

Q: Are you personally aware of any safety concerns raised by any person (including
APG employees) regarding asbestos, asbestos containing material in APG buildings or
facilities, or APG’s mitigation or abatement of such hazards? If so, please explain those
circumstances in detail, and what was done in res

A: | am aware of several safety concerns raised b&on several different

facility demolition projects. DPW takes these concerns very seriously as asbestos has

the potential to creat oo il ealth and safety risk if not handled properly. In each
instance we met with o better understand his concerns. We am
alternate means to perform the work safely. In the majority of the situations

insisted that his way of doing the work was the only acceptable way, and would not
consider alternate means and methods. Local, state, and federal laws and regulations
provide requirements for safe handling and disposal of asbestos containing materials.
They do not specify in detail how the work is to be performed, they allow the individual
performing the work to assess the situation and develop a work plan. DPW and USACE
contracts are written to allow the contractor the latitu ine the means and
methods and to develop a compliant work plan. Wimefusing to accept
any alternate means and methods aside from his own opinion DPW and USACE were

unable to move forward. In the majority of the instances DPW attempted conflict
resolution at the Director and Garrison Commander level but were unable to find a

solution.
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A: | recall there being concerns over asbestos abatement in E2354, but do not recall the
details. iand -an provide additional details on the project.

Q: Who is the contractor responsible for asbestos abatement/removal for the Building
2354 project on APG?

A:lr ing concerns over asbestos abatement in E2354, but do not recall the
detaiWand an provide additional details on the project.

Q: Who are the contractor(s) and contractor employee(s) that are generally or frequently
involved with asbestos matters on APG? Do any of these contractors work full-time at
APG within DPW? What are their general roles and responsibilities related to asbestos
management, mitigation, and/or abatement? Please explain in detail.

A: | recall there being concerns over asbestos abatement and individuals that performed
work as independent contractors thWned to government employees, but do not

recall the details. and can provide additional details on the
project.

Q: Has anyone ever raised any concerns regarding contractor involvement,
engagement, or performance related to their role in asbestos management, mitigation,
and/or abatement on APG? If lain in detail.

A: | am aware of concerns thawraised specific to contractor involvement.
These concerns were provided to the contracting agent, either Army Contracting
Command (ACC) for DPW executed contracts, or US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) for contracts executed thru their organization. All concerns were investigated
and responses were provided. Responses were reviewed by all stakeholders to ensure
they appropriately addressed the concerns. In all cases USACE, ACC and/or DPW
were satisfied with the responses. In the majority of the instances was not
sati ith the responses. This created an impasse in moving forward.
andmill be able to provide more detail on the specific concerns and
responses.

Q: Who manages and administers the contracts and contractor employee(s) engaged in
asbestos management, mitigation, and/or abatement on APG?

A: Construction contracts are managed either thru DPW if the contracts are awarded by
Army Contracting Command, or USACE if they are awarded by USACE contracting.

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’'s abatement plan for Building
E2354? D have a copy of the abatement plan?

A: n provide a copy of the abatement plan and details on any possible
irregularities.
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A: 1 understand there is a draft AMP being staffed and have heard the safety office has issues with it. Other than hearsay issues, I am
not directly aware of issues surrounding the plan.

Q: Have surveys been appropriately conducted at APG to identify the presence of asbestos hazards or asbestos containing material
within installation buildings and facilities? Please explain in detail. ’

A: As far as I know, within ECD contracts, surveys have been appropriately conducted. These are usually executed via Government
Purchase Card (GPC) buys through local consultants.

Q: Where are reports related to asbestos on APG stored? Is there a centrally managed location?
A: 1 don’t think reports are centrally located unless this has been done recently. From observation, reports have been stored with
environmental division, DPW asbestos team (OMD), and other folks having different roles in asbestos management.

Q: If a demolition or renovation project is identified and funded on APG? Where does the contractor, COR, or facility manager go to
obtain information concerning asbestos in the facility?
A: Either environmental Divison or OMD Asbestos team. There may be other locations as well.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E2354, particularly involving asbestos removal/abatement. What is your
understanding of any issues with building E2354 and asbestos? Please explain in detail.

A: Shortly after taking this position in DPW, I was in attendance of a USACE In-progress review or ACE briefs the
project status of the projects they are working on. When briefing the status of this particular projecthrought up a
question about where some particular asbestos had gone. Apparentl ad asked this question in previous IPRs howeverﬁhad
not gotten a response yet. USACE had toldBllll they would get |fififa responsc. Jiifeplied back that it had been several months
since they gav the same response. imaintained a professional attitude, even after a USACE representative
interjected into the conversation. Other than this information at the IPR, I was not directly involved with the asbestos issues in this
facility.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E5188. What is your understanding of any issues with building E5188 as it
relates to asbestos? Please explain in detail.

A: ] have not been directly involved with asbestos issues in this facility.

Q: There have been concems raised regarding Building E4035. What is your understanding of any issues with this building, as it
relates to asbestos?
A: 1 have not been directly involved with asbestos issues in'this facility.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building 4405. What is your understanding of any issues w1th this building, as it relates
to asbestos?
A: T have not been directly involved with asbestos issues in this facility.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building 5112. What is your understandmg of any issues with this building, as it relates
to asbestos?
A: ] have not been directly involved with asbestos issues in this facility

Q: Do you kno_f 50, how do you kno as ever raised concerns to you or others about

|asbestos managemen mitigation, or abatement on APG? How, ere any o oncerns addressed? Please explain in detail.
A:l have knowﬁsmce Ib working in DPW in 2011 as brought up to me on several occasions that APG does
not have an asbestos management plan. as stated that APG does not have surveys on all facilities and that it is required. -also
has stated that a large “foster & wheeler” asbestos study that was conducted years ago is suspect and not accurate. DPW does not
have funding to complete a comprehensive asbestos i cilities. It was agreed in DPW to program a portion of the annual
work plan to conducting surveys. I also worked wiﬂM)n various operational issues with the OMD asbestos in-house
team relative to cutting asbestos pipe. Internal SOPs were developed to mitigate issues.
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Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building 4035. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?

A: Our team began supporting the FY18 FRP around March 2020, and when we
became involved with the project we were informed by the previous USACE project
manager that demolition activities had been halted at Building 4035 due to the presence
of asbestos containing materials in the roof. Currently, the contractor is developing
revised demolition and abatement plans for this facility.

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’s abatement plan for Building
E40357? Do you have a copy of the abatement plan or any other information or
documentation you could share on this?

A: The contractor is currently developing revised demolition and abatement plans for
Building 4035.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E4405. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?
A: There were no asbestos containing materials identified in Building E4405.

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’'s abatement plan for building
E44057 Do you have a copy of the abatement plan or any other information or
documentation you could share on this?

A: There were no asbestos containing materials within E4405; thus, no abatement plan
was required for this building.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building 5112. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?

A: The Installation Safety Office raised concerns about suspect asbestos containing
materials associated with 5112 prior to my involvement with the project (March 2020).
After | became involved, | learned that the demolition had previously started on that
building but work was suspended due to ISO concerns over suspect asbestos
containing materials that were observed in a small area immediately outside the
footprint of the building and three roof vents that were on the ground immediately
adjacent to the building. A follow on asbestos containing materials inspection was
performed by the contractor and those results confirmed that some fragments on the
ground as well as components of the air vents did contain asbestos. Those materials
were then abated per the USACE-accepted Asbestos Plan of Action.

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’s abatement plan for building
51127? Do you have a copy of the abatement plan or any other information or
documentation you could share on this?

A: The final USACE accepted abatement plan had no irregularities and a copy of the
plan is available upon request or can be accessed via the Share Point site.

(Initials)
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Q: There have been concerns raised regarding asbestos being removed from building
5112 and was not properly disposed of for seven months. What is your understanding of
any issues with the alleged improper disposal? Did funding or testing play a part in the
abatement process? Please explain in detail.

A: | have no understanding of improper disposal.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building 5114. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?

A: 1 have no knowledge of activities conducted at Building 5114 as this demolition was
completed prior to my involvement in the project.

Q: Do you know _ If so, how do you know.? Has_

ever raised concerns to you or others about asbestos management, mitigation, or
abatement on APG? How, if at all, were any of his concerns addressed? Please explain
in detail.
A: Yes. | have interacted with_during various projects that | have supported
at APG. During my involvement with the CBD and FY18/FY20 FRPs wheneverh
Hprovided input or had any concerns related to asbestos they were
acknowledged and addressed via partnering meetings with the Installation Safety
Office, USACE Baltimore District, DPW and PMO support. Partnering meetings were
either in person or via teleconference and where applicable, corrective actions were
implemented or alternative methods employed in accordance with applicable governing
policies, regulations and USACE-accepted planning documents.

Q: Was the role of the Installation Safety Office in reviewing asbestos abatement plans
or other safety documentation ever reduced? What was the reason?

A: No. During a June 2020 partnering meeting with the USACE Baltimore District
and Installation Safety Office and

IS -ojcct roles and responsibilities were discussed. During that meeting
all parties in attendance agreed that USACE had ultimate responsibility over direct
project and worker safety and Installation Safety Office had responsibility over safety of
the outlying APG community. Any aspects of project work that could affect the outlying
APG community would be brought to the attention of the Installation Safety office and
concerns raised would be addressed prior to USACE acceptance of any planning
documents or phases of work.

Q: Is there anyone else that you think | should talk to concerning asbestos
m mitigation, or abatement on APG?
A (USACE Baltimore District Industrial Hygienist

rogram Manger), (DPW Project Manager),

(USACE
nstallation

Safety Office), and (S} S nsta!lation Safety Office).

(initials)






OSC File
No. DI-22-000146

EXHIBIT L












OSC File
No. DI-22-000146

EXHIBIT M



SWORN STATEMENT
For use of this form, see AR 180-45; the proponent dgency Is PMG.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

AUTHORITY: Title 10, USC Section 301; Title 5, USC Section 2851; E.O. 9397 Social Security-Number (SSN).

PRINCIPAL PURPOSE; To document potential criminal activity involving the U.S. Ammy, and to allow Army officials to malntaln discipline,
law and order through ifivestigation of complaints and incidents.

ROUTINE USES: Information pmvlded may be further disclosed to federal, state, local, and foralgn government law enforcement
agencies, prosecutors, courts, child protective services, victims, witnesses; the Department of Veterans Affairs, and
the Office of Personnel Management. Information provided may be used for determinations regarding judicial or
non-judicial punishment, other administrativé disciplinary agtions, security clearances, recruitment, retention,
placement, and other personnel actions. T :

DISCLOSURE: Disclosure of your SSN and other information is voluntary.
1. LOCATION - 2 DATE (YYYYMMDD) 3. TIME ~ 4. FILE NUMBER
Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), MD 20220302 - | 7:30am IN/A
5. LAST NAME, FIRST NAME, MIDDLE NAME 6. SSN 7. GRADE/STATUS
' ‘ Contractor/ EA Engincering

8. ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS ‘
Project Management Office (PMO), Directorate of Public Works, U.S. Army Garrison, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD

+ WANT TO MAKE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT UNDER OATH:

Q: Where are you currently employed, and how long have you been employed, on Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), Maryland?
A: EA Engineering, >23.5 years, working on multiple projects on APG from ~2000 to present.

Q: What is your official title/position and how long have you been in ‘that position?
A: Team Member of the Project Management Office (PMO)

Q: What are the names of your i jsors and their respective duty titles?

A: With regards to this project s my direct supervisor, supporting USACE-Baltimore and APG-DPW.
Q: What are your general duties and responsibilities in your current position? Please explain in detail. {

A: Technical support for USACE and DPW in both field oversight and/or document review of contractor submittals,

Q: What are your general duties and responsibilities related to management and/or mitigation of asbestos and other hazardous
materials? Please explain in detail,

A: None. I have no direct management responsibilities. If I’'m supporting the project in the field, I observe the daily activities and
provide a daily report documenting the daily activities of subcontractors to the PMO and the USACE. Otherwise, I provide document
review of the subcontractor’s submittals that include but are not limited to asbestos abatement plans (AAP) to support the USACE
prior to document acceptance.

Q: Who are the primary stakeholders that you work with concerning the management, mitigation, and/or abatement of asbestos on
APG?
A: USACE-Baltimore and APG-DPW.

Q: What are the names, position titles, organizations, and responsibilities of those you work with (on a frequent basis) concerning

matters related to management, mitigation, and/or abatement. of asbestos on APG?
A:_JSACB—BaItimore (program manager); SACE-Baltimore (THD; G-DPW, project

lmanaierl' vanﬁ members of APG’s ISOI includi and the PMO team
10. EXHIBIT 11. INITIALS OF STATEMENT
. T PAGE 1 OF 3 PAGES

ADDITIONAL PAGES MUST CONTAIN THE HEADING "STATEMENT OF TAKEN AT DATED

THE BOTTOM OF EACH ADDITIONAL PAGE MUST BEAR THE INITIALS OF THE PERSON MAKING THE STATEMENT, AND PAGE NUMBER
MUST BE INDICATED.
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USE THIS PAGE IF NEEDED. IF THIS PAGE IS NOT NEEDED, PLEASE PROCEED TO FINAL PAGE OF THIS FORM.

STATEMENT OF -_ TAKENAT APG,MD - DATED, 20220302

9. STATEMENT (Continued)

Q: Have surveys been appropriately conducted at APG to identify the presence of asbestos hazards or asbestos containing material
within installation buildings and facilities? Please explain in detail.

A: Yes. Prior to any work commencing at any building on the demo lists, surveys are always conducted and done so appropriately.
These surveys are reviewed during pre-abatement and demo a(#:vmes walk-fhroughs and are then utilized to generate the AAPs.

Q: Who are the contractor(s) and coniractor employee(s) that are generally or frequently involved with asbestos matters on APG? Do
any of these contractors work full-time at APG within DPW? What are their general roles and responsibilities related to asbestos
management, mitigation, and/or abatement? Please explain in detail. -

A: All Phase is the general contractor for the FY18 FRP. Currently I'm 6nly‘aware of Retro as their subcontractor performing ACM
abatement work. None of them are full-time employees of APG.

Q: Are ymf pc:sonally aware of any safety concerns raised by any person (including APG employees) regarding asbestos, asbestos
containing material in APG buildings or facilities, or APG’s mitigation or abatement of such hazards? If so, please explain those
circumstances in detail, and what was done in response.

A: Before any work is initiated at any of the FY18 FRP: buildings, a walk through is conducted with the ISO and members of the
PMO and/or USACE. Observations are made of the buxfdmg referencing the surveys. If there are any concerns or data gaps, they are
raised at this time and addressed prior to moving forward with fieldwork. If something occurs during abatement or demo of concern it
is addressed immediately. .

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E2354, particularly involving asbestos removal/abatement. What is your
understanding of any issues with building B2354 and asbestos? Please explain in detail.

A: As previously stated, prior to any fieldwork (abatement or demo) commencing, a walkthrough of each building is conducted with
all interested partics (USACE, PMO, ISO, etc.) with the survey of that building in hand./The survey for E2354 was approximately a
decade old. During the walkthrough, it was discovered that one of the identified ACMs (~500 square ft of floor tile) was no longer
present. APG DPW and the USACE had no record of a previous abatement effort. All of the ACM present at this building identified
in the survey and/or during the walkthrough was properly abated pnor to demo activities.

Q: Was the asbestos (i.e., tile, masuc, and roofing) in Building 2354 abated properly, in your opinion? Please explam in detail.

A: Yes, All ACM present at Bmldmg E2354 after ownership turnover was abated properly.

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’s abatement plan for building E2354?

A:No. All ACM abatement was done IAW the accepted AAP. ‘

Q: Did you, or anyone you know, ever go to building E2354 for an inspection or survey? If so, please explain, to include identifying
when this occurred, who else was present during that inspection or survey, and what was identified.

A: No. The survey was conducted by a third party prior to ownership being turned over. However, representatives from USACE, the
PMO, and the ISO did a walkthrough of the building to cross check the survey prior to abatement and demo work being initiated.

Q: Do you lmom If so, how do you kno ? Mvcr raised concems to you or others about
asbestos management; mitigation, or abatement on APG? How, 1f at all, were any o oncerns addressed? Please explain in detail.
A: Yes, I have worked wi her.vas involved in projects that I supported both prior to and during my role with the EMO.
Anytime concerns arc raised, byl or any other party, they are addressed appropriately before moving forward.

Q: Was the role of the Installation Safety Office in reviewing dsbestos abatement plans or other safety documentation ever reduced?
'What was the reason?

A: No. Priorto my: involvement in the project, roles and rcsponslbxlmes were O}Jtlmad/dcﬁned. ‘When I came onboard, the USACE
had direct respotisibility of ensuring H&S and compliance of project tasks. The 1SO had the responsibility of the ensuring the safety
of the APG community. Any work tasks deemed to possibly impact the APG community was brought to the ISO’s attention for
review and addressed prior to documents being accepted and field work commencing.

. r
" ’
INITIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMENT i
PAGE 2 OF 3 PAGES

DA FORM 2823, NOV 2006 APDLC v1.01ES

»







OSC File
No. DI-22-000146

EXHIBIT N















SWORN STATEMENT ofW TAKEN AT APG MD, DATED 20220303
DA F ontinued) / Page S of S Pages

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding asbestos being removed from building
5112 and was not properly disposed of for seven months. What is your understanding of
any issues with the alleged improper disposal? Did funding or testing play a part in the
abatement process. Please explain in detail.

A: The ACM debris in question was discovered prior to the PMOs involvement in the
project and | have no knowledge of its origin. Once the PMO came on board (March
2020), the debris was sampled and a plan was developed to properly dispose of the
ACM. USACE accepted the plan and the materials were properly disposed in
September 2020.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building 5114. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?

A: | have no understanding of any issues relating to asbestos at 5114. Asbestos
abatement at building 5114 was conducted prior to the PMOs involvement in the FY18
FRP.

Q: Do you know_ If so, how do you know-? Ha_

ever raised concerns to you or others about asbestos management, mitigation, or
abatement on APG? How, if at all, were any of his concerns addressed? Please explain
in detail.

A YeW from working on APG on various contracts since
2007. has raised concerns about asbestos abatement at several of the
FY18 FRP facilities as well as CBDP facility E5188.[[llliconcerns were discussed
through a variety of emails, meetings and site visits, and concerns related to the APG

community were addressed prior to USACE acceptance of documentation allowing the
contractor to proceed with work.

Q: Was the role of the Installation Safety Office in reviewing asbestos abatement plans
or other safety documentation ever reduced? What was the reason?
A: Not to my knowledge.

Q: Is there anyone else that you think | should talk to concerning asbestos

management, mitigation, or abatement on APG?
AthrojeWPG pPwW) IS - -G 1so) [ BIEl

(APG ISQO) Industrial Hygienist, USACE CENAB), and IS

-Program Manager, USACE CENAB)

Q: Is there any other information or documentation you would like to share that might be
relevant to this investigation?
A: No.

END OF STATEMENT

(Initials)
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| was not involved in this project on behalf of the APG but as a private contractor, prior
to becoming a DAC, | conducted an asbestos survey in accordance with the EPA
regulations in early 2019. At the time of the survey there was no floor tile observed on
the site.

SEE: Q29/36-E2354-SURVEY

Q-30: Was the asbestos (i.e., tile, mastic, and roofing) in Building 2354 abated properly,
in your opinion? Please explain in detail.

A: | do not have any information regarding abatement of ACM, including the floor tile in
question.

Q-31: Who is the contractor responsible for asbestos abatement/removal for the
Building 2354 project on APG?

A: AllPhase Services was/is responsible for the building and conducting a survey prior
to demolition.

Q-32: Who are the contractor(s) and contractor employee(s) that are generally or
frequently involved with asbestos matters on APG? Do any of these contractors work
full-time at APG within DPW? What are their general roles and responsibilities related to
asbestos management, mitigation, and/or abatement? Please explain in detail.

A: EA Engineering is a contractor that performs oversite of various projects for DPW's
Environmental Compliance Division. The unit is referred to as the Program
Management Office, aka PMO. The duties | am familiar with include: review of safety
and health submittals; act as liaison between the ISO, DPW and USACE
representatives; organize and chair project meetings; observe operations on job sites.
They may have other functions that | am not aware of at this time.

Q-33: Has anyone ever raised any concerns regarding contractor involvement,
engagement, or performance related to their role in asbestos management, mitigation,
and/or abatement on APG? If so, please explain in detail.
A and | have raised several concerns relating to asbestos management,
iiiiementl contractor performance and overall compliance with asbestos requirements.
prepared a briefing that was presented to the former GC last year.
| have prepared many document reviews for compliance and provided my professional
opinion based on letters of interpretation, articles of promulgated rule making, plain
language doctrine and best industry practices. Specifically, some of the buildings
mentioned in this questionnaire have thorough review of the proposed work activity to
include regulations, standards and avenues for requesting variances for noncompliant
activity. In most cases the review documents were not well received and perceived a
threat. The representation of accurate and irrefutable requirements also created hostility
towards the ISO and even individuals within the department.

(Initials)
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Several documents associated with asbestos concerns being raised are provided in
the response to other questions in this questionnaire.

Q-34: Who manages and administers the contracts and contractor employee(s)
engaged in asbestos management, mitigation, and/or abatement on APG?

A: Some projects are administered through the U.S Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) with smaller projects overseen by DPW’s Engineering and Construction
Division - the contracting Officer Representatives work on behalf of the Contracting
Officer assigned the project.

In some cases tenant funded projects do occur but | have little information on how
asbestos is managed for such activities.

Q-35: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor's abatement plan for Building
E23547 Do you have a copy of the abatement plan?
A: | did not review the abatement plan nor do | have a copy of the plan.

Q-36: Did you, or anyone you know, ever go to Building E2354 for an inspection or
survey? If so, please explain, to include identifying when this occurred, who else was
present during that inspection or survey, and what was identified.

A: W/orted thatilllconducted a site visit but | do not any further
information on isit except thatilillindicated ACM floor tile was missing.

In 2019, as a private contractor, | performed a survey of the building that included
observations and collection of samples for analytical asbestos. Some ACM was

identified as indicated in the report attached hereto.
SEE: Q-29/36-E2354-SURVEY

Q-37: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E5188. What is your
understanding of any issues with building E5188 as it relates to asbestos? Please
explain in detail.

A: I was involved in providing a secondary review of the asbestos abatement work plan
for the ISO. The primary purpose was fo evaluate compliance with OSHA, EPA and EM
385-1-1 and other USACE requirements relating to asbestos. The contractor submitted
a plan to demolish the building without removing the asbestos containing building
materials on the roof and interior ceiling. The materials covered the entire roof,
reportedly two layers and the entire interior ceiling making is a significant amount of
asbestos. The contractor asserted several positons including that the Maryland
Department (MDE) of the Environment issued a variance to demolish the building with
the asbestos in place. This was true although MDE is not the only regulator with
asbestos requirements. The next assertions included stability of the roof could not be
“determined”; infeasibility existed in using various tactics to remove ACM and that a
greater hazard existed in removing the ACM.

(Initials)
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Q-47: There have been concerns raised regarding asbestos being removed from
building E5112 and was not properly disposed of for seven months. What is your
understanding of any issues with the alleged improper disposal? Did anyone raise
concerns fo you in regard to this alleged improper disposal or did you have concerns
yourself? Please explain in detail.

A: Yes, please see Q-46 above.

Additionally_ and | raised concerns about the friable asbestos containing
material laying on the uncontrolled site while the material continued to deteriorate for
over eight months. | was tasked with evaluating the site weekly for three months, then
monthly as a follow up. The friable asbestos containing material was delaminating from
the metal stacks. At the time of this writing the 1SO still has in its possession actual
material from the site that includes friable and nonfriable material.

There were informal verbal allegations that the material were "planted” to cause harm to
the construction team’s reputation. | have been told that the USACE representatives put
in writing that the material was planted because there were “no pipes” on the job.

I personally performed a survey of the building and have included a photograph of the
site with the three (3) asbestos covered stacks along with photographs of the same
stacks lying on the ground for months following the discovery. | also was on site on
January 17th, 2020 when the General Contractor, DPW and the asbestos abatement
subcontractor, RETRO Environmental’ s Project Manager S} SHI and his crew
were on site. [{SIN S oreed that his crew dropped the stacks on the ground and
that the asbestos laying elsewhere was inappropriate-also stated that the stacks
were “not in my scope of work” andililirefused to have the crew remove them from the
site.

Here it is worthy to note that [{SJiSHllstated that it would take no more than 20
minutes to remove the stacks by two people, yetjillrefused. To that end, if the material
was “planted” the following questions could be raised:

1. Why did the general contractor and subcontractor not contest while on
the site? .

2. Did the 3rd party independent industrial hygienist document that the
ACM strewn across the site was unacceptable?

3. Why did the subcontractor state that the stacks were not in his scope
of work? Wouldn’t a survey for the building identified the material and
been included in the abatement plan?

4. Why didn’t USACE/DPW representatives require the contractor to
remove the stacks and thoroughly clean the site for over eight months?

5. Was soil from around and under the stacks removed after the stacks
laid on the ground for over eight months?

(Initials)
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Additional photos are available from APG Real Estate when they submitted a demoilition
request showing the stacks on the roof.

See: Q-47- REF: 5112 —~ Real Estate Demolition Request

Q-48: There have been concerns raised regarding Building 5114. What is your

understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?

A: Building 5114 was another building that | surveyed as a private contractor in early

2019. The survey identified ACM floor tile located inside the structure.

The same day that uncontrolled ACM was observed at 5112, | also visited 5114 and

found that the asbestos had been removed. Once | reported back to the ISO Chief and
that the material had been removed | was informed that an asbestos

abatement plan AW EM385 had not been reviewed nor accepted by the ISO.

-49: Do you know{ IR i1 so, how do you know/llll? HaiRE
iver raised concerns to you or others about ashestos management, mitigation,
or abatement on APG? How, if at all, were any of his concerns addressed? Please
explain in detail.
A: 1 have known SIS for over 25 years as a safety and health professional. In
2002 | was a site safety and health officer on a project at APG that lasted over 3 years
where | got to knowh better when working on safety issues.

has been raising issues with the noncompliant issues of both managing

ACM and how many contractors do not submit complaint work plans [jjiihas raised this
issue with the Army Corp on Engineers representatives, DPW’s Environmental Unit, and
the Chief of the ISO among others. The ISO Chief placed the asbestos issues raised b
NS o~ the Commanders Annual Safety Plan for FY2021 wher_
prepared a full report that was briefed to the GC in spring of 2021.

Additionally, mand myself met with the USACE Baltimore
District's safety supervisor and industrial hygienist to discuss the inherent issues on how
asbestos work was being performed at APG. | recall that the USACE representatives
were not receptive to taking corrective actions to meet compliance with regulatory

requirements.

Q-50: Concerns have been raised with the reassignment of duties within the Installation
Safety Office particularly in regard toi How would you characterize the
reassignment of duties? Where you impacted by reassignments? What was the purpose
behind the reassignments? Please explain in detail.

A: | do not have a characterization of the reassignments. As a GS 12, | was given all of
GS 13 level work with regard to managing the safety and occupational
health related to construction. The assignments included attending preconstruction
meetings, reviewing submittals, interfacing with the CORs on SH issues, performing
random inspections and site visits with construction team members.
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9. STATEMENT (Continued)
This document was reportedly called “the ROSTER" by several entities working on the project. RETRO was given a verbal line by
line to prepare pricing on or about the same date. (SEE: Q-2-B, ROSTER)

Once given the ROSTER,_all expressed concerns about the quantity of ACM reported thus far.

RETRO provided pricing for asbestos abatement for many of the buildings listed on table with APS showing concern over costs for
removal of the asbestos. It was apparent at that time that APS did not want have to pay to remove the quantities of asbestos IPS found
during the surveys.

More detail on the FRP18 project in Question #3 below and the improper removal of ACM on July 3rd, 2018 in the Edgewood Area
of APG is provided in Question # 4 below.

SEE: Q-2-A, FRP18 Proposal

Q-2-B, ROSTER

Q-2-C, CONTRACT DEFECTS

Q-2-D, NAIR SIGNED CONTRACT

|Q-3: What were the circumstances surrounding you no longer working for All Phase? Did you complete the work that you were hired
to do? Plcase explain in detail.
JA-3: After three attempts with[[SJEE 1PS was unable Mceptable contract wi S. AllPhase assigned a

in February 2019 to complete the contract process and lates as involved too| prepared at least two (2) more
versions with addition of two new buildings and deletion of two other buildings that had already been surveyed. IPS expressed
dismay at the error by APS as we incurred unnccessary cost of labor and collected samples from the two structures.
Hence why a written contract was required by IPS to fully identify the scope of work and terms thereof.

In March 2019 IPS reviewed the 5th and 6th revisions the contract. [There so many attempts by APS to address the issues it is
difficult to define how many attempts were actually made). The last version sent via contract generation software could not be read
due to a defect in the software. IPS was encouraged to sign the document even though it was illegible. We requested and received a
copy via email, where on March 6th IPS electronically signed and returned the document as a PDF. [IPS may have struck out
unacceptable language as is common in the industry]

AllPhase would not accept the electronically signed PDF as they required the illegible document to be signed in the software
program. They were informed that we would not be signing a document that could not be read.

CONTINUED.

AFFIDAVIT

L— . HAVE READ OR HAVE HAD READ TO ME THIS STATEMENT

WHICH BEGINS ON PAGE 1, AND ENDS ON PAGE'__L{_ [ FULLY UNDERSTAND THE CONTENTS OF THE ENTIRE STATEMENT MADE
BY ME. THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. I HAVE INITIALED ALL CORRECT|ONS AND HAVE INITIALED THE BOTTOM OF EACH PAGE
CONTAINING THE STATEMENT. | HAVE MADE THIS STATEMENT FRE| i 2 g
THREAT OF PUNISHMENT, AND WITHOUT COERCION, UNLAWFUL INj

WITNESSES: Subsciibed and sworn 1o before me, a person authorized by law to
administer oaths, this _22nd  gay of April . 2022
at

ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS (Signature of Person Administering Oath)
(Typed Name o! Person !dm:ms” te!ng Oath)
5U.S.C.303
ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS (Authonity To Administer Oaths)
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In the tirade there are comments about performance of the “North Carolina pre-
demolition survey” format and other irrelevant information — with 30 years in the
industry | have never heard of a “North Carofina” format. Therlilillalks about “further
hindering the project” the “you will not be compensatereted or
approved work” among other statements. interestingly never

acknowledged the message and phone calls made to ll@before beginnindiiil
assauit.

Infection Prevention Systems had completed the work, made several attempts to
secure delivery method, deterred our involvement in improper waste determination(s)

and was soliiitei ﬁ iilerlook asbestos in the surveys. Whereby, | sent an email
notifyin that we were once again at an “impasse”.

At this point it was apparent that AllPhase Services was not content with quantity of
asbestos found nor did they actually want the reports that would legally bind them
with knowledge of the asbestos in each building. This was supported b

who indicated that APS did not intend to have the quantities IPS reported in the table.
wherlllBorovided pricing for abatement APS rejected the costs.lt is my position that
AllPhase Services has established a pattern and practice, evidenced by their conduct
that they do not want to remove asbestos in a prudent and legal manner. This
premise is further supported by not submitting abatement plans, lack of asbestos
surveys and the illegal removal of asbestos detailed in Question #4 below.

SEE: Q-3-B, EMAIL CHAIN to/ffrom AllPhase
Q-3-C, REQUEST REBAH NUIMBER
Q-11-E, EMAIL RCA to COUNSEL (relevant for Question #4 and #11)

Q-11-F, RCA to COUNSEL (relevant for Question #4 and #11)

Q-4: In your earlier statement, you indicated that you observed a contractor in the
Edgewood area that failed to remove Ashestos Containing Material (ACM) prior to
demolition, allowed the use of an unlicensed contractor, and did not apply water properly
during abatement or demolition. Which building did that occur? Do you have additional
information?

(Initials)
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Q-8: Youindicated in your earlier statement that you went to building 5112, Do you recall
speaking with the All Phase LLC site superintendent, What did you discuss?

A-8: Yes, | recall speaking to - see below.

Early in the morning of January 17", 2020 | was instructed to go to the site to
represent the ISO. The purpose was to assess the operalj nderway to rectify the
uncontrolled asbestos laying on the ground. While on sit approached me
and we had a cordial conversation before briefly discussing the conditions on the site.

-was asked if a work plan was provided to the COR bufilldid not clearly
state yes or no. Other questions included; was Maryland Department of Environment
(MDE) notified of the asbestos abatement; why the site was not controlled by a
fence; why were no asbestos signs in place; why did RETRO leave the site in such
poor condition and was polysthylene sheathing placed on the ground prior to
abatement activities?

- politely explained that a weather event occurred the day that RETRO started
working and they left the site to get out of the weather lllldid not provide any other
information but did state that they would get the site cleaned up that same day.

confirmed that a weather event did occu}' resulting of RETRO leaving the
site but a date could not be determined.

All questions relating to the site are IAW the ISO’s responsibility to collect data when
noncompliant activities are discovered on Aberdeen Proving Ground.

Q-9: Have you had previous interactions with[{SJJiSJJJ} prior to your employment with the
I1SO? If so, how would you describe your relationship with him and your prior interactions?

A-9: Yes, | met [Nl in February of 2017 on the FRP14 project, first via email.
Over the next two (2) years NS and | had a very good working relationship and
on many occasions discussed our personal lives in some detail.

Our working relationship was so good that in 2019 when | inquired about a stack of
brand new pressure treated lumber slated for disposal, ﬁgave me the entire
stack of wood! | would estimate that value of the wood to be several thousands of
dollars. | also had a conversation with bout repurposing other materials,
supplies equipment and building components that could save APS money reduce
waste of disposal and benefit the environment.

(Initials)
















SWORN STATEMENT of — TAKEN AT APG, MD, DATED 20220422
DA FORM 2823 (Continued) / Page 16 of 18 Pages

In fact the statement “we do not direct contractors” and “I will contact the COR” is
stated at every conversation with alf contractor interventions. When defects are
identified, and the COR is not present, verbal notification to the contractor is required
to inform them that corrective action(s) must be implemented. Once the contractor
has been notified, the findings are reported to the COR and ISO Chief. In most cases
the Chief will ask me to follow-up with the COR by phone. The COR has the
responsibility to inquire about the situation, request corrective actions and report
back to the ISO.

This is exactly what happened at 5112 — | was asked to evaluate the site and report
back. When the conditions were determined {o be noncompliant then DPW's
personnel were notified and responded fo the site. DPW'’s Director, Chief of
Engineering and Construction Division, [l ¢ | believe Chief of
Division of Environmental Compliance all arrived on site immediately upon
notification.

NQTE: the terms “serious”, “imminent danger”, “other than serious”, “egregtous”, “willful” and “immediately dangerous to
life and health” are legal terms used by OSHA and throughout the safety industry ta describe severity.

The ISO also communicates with contractors when they contact us directly about
safety and health advice or opinions. The 15t question | ask is “is this is about a
specific project?” If so then “have you notified the COR"? Many contractors can
support all the aforementioned and how we conduct ourselves in the ISO.

As far as AllPhase Solutions is concerned | do not review any FRP18 submittals but |
have reviewed documents on the Van Bibber jewing all construction
submittals has been a direct assignments per since early August of
2021.

It is imperative to note that beginning in December of 2019 I formally requested to the
ISO Chief and Safety & Occupational Health Manager to recuse myself from all
FRP18 and AllPhase Solutions projects. Initially, this request was not honored but
was implemented in late summer of 2020.

Q-14: For what reason or purpose do you have in communicating with All Phase LLC or its
employees in your official capacity with the ISO? Please explain.

{Initials)
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A-14: The only official purposes for communicating with APS would include a
directive by the I1SO Chief, requested assistance from the former ISO Safety and
Occupational Health Manager, ISO inspection of a site - when APS is on site, when
excavation work is performed, when hazards are identified from the public way,
when a formal complaint/concern is raised, during an accident investigation, when a
UXO or CBRNE materials are suspected and if the Emergency operations Center
were to ask for ISO staff to report to a scene.

Here compliance, defects would be conveyed directly to on site personnel for
informational purposes. The contractor can then decide how to correct the issues,
then notification of the project COR would occur. When imminent danger situations
arise, or situations that could cause damage to Army personnel, equipment or impact
the APG community at large, the Chief will provide directive on how the ISO is to
respond.

It is worthy to note that other ISO staff have had interface with APS and its
subcontractors when conducting official business. Such events have been described
as adversarial and in some cases resulted in incorrect information attacking the 1ISO
personnel’s character.

Below is a brief overview of two such events that occurred on APS projects on/about
August 2020:

1 )_ and - arrived at Building 390A to evaluate a dig permit

when one of the people on APS’s site challenged the ISO members in an
unprofessional manner.

The USACE Industrial Hygienist later called_ making accusations
that the I1SO representatives were not professional and adversarial to the site
personnel. also stated that the ISO should let USACE know when they
are going to job sites. Here, SIS /ot the IH know thafifillwas on site
and it was the site personnel that were unprofessional and adversarial.

aiso letilillknow that the 1SO maintains oversight of dig permits, and IAW
APGR 385-7, that includes challenging contractors to show evidence of a
current permit on demand.

2) Within a few days of the situation noted above, [N <turred from
inspecting the same site where IS was present. During the inspection
made the following unsolicited statements:

“There are two sides to every story. _vas fired by AllPhase and we still owe Il
money.-dfdn't complete the work and there was samething wrong witl-tvedentials...”

{Initials)
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Q: Do you kno”? If so, how do you know |l Ha<EIEEIIIEN
ever raised concerns to you or others about asbestos management, mitigation, or

abatement on APG? How, if at all, were any of his concerns addressed? Please explain
in detail.

AJBwas my 1SO POC for all building demolition related activities and reviewed all
safety-related plans relating to the CBDP and all safety-related plans relating to the
FRPFY18 program after my involvement.

.stated was on the OSHA team that initially cited APG for asbestos maintenance;
statediilwas part of the investigation regarding the E5126 fiber release;
-statec-believes that APG cannot have an AMP without an overarching Asbestos
Program;

| have no knowledge that his concerns were, or were not, addressed.

Q: Was the role of the Installation Safety Office in reviewing asbestos abatement plans
or other safety documentation ever reduced? What was the reason?

The role of the 1ISO, during all interactions with the CBDP, was never diminished

Q: Is there anyone else that you think | should talk to concerning asbestos

m ation, or abatement on APG?
ISO Meml&
nsite OESS,

Q: Is there a'ny other information or documentation you would like to share that might be
relevant to this investigation?
~ A: Not at this time.

of EnviroVantage.

Follow-on Questions:

Q: In regards to building E5188, did the USACE personnel request a variance from
USACE HQs or from OSHA?

A: 1 am not involved with internal USACE communications and | would need to request
that information from USACE personnel.

Q: In regards to building E5188, did the contractor provide a letter of interpretation from
OSHA?
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9. STATEMENT (Confinued)
14, Q: Did the ISO, PMO, DPW and USACE develop a confliction resolution policy for asbestos issues? How did the policy address

any concerns raised related to asbestos in demolition and renovation projects?

A: Yes and no. On Oct hief, Military Branch, PPMD, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore
District sent an email to irector of Directorate of Public Works, United States Army Garrison (USAG-APG). In
that emaillexpressed frustration with the lack of progress on resolving safety issues on the Facility Reduction Project (FRP). (The
Facility Reduction Project is an effort to demolish surplus buildings on the installation that are beyond their useful lives that are
contaminated with chemical agents.) In her email she mentioned was considering terminating the FRP contract for convenience
subsequently advised she would refuse any future FRP contracts and refer them to the Corps of Engineers office in Huntsville,

Alabama.

Several meetings ensued in an attempt to salvage the.relationship between the USAG-APG and the USACE Baltimore |[EIESEENzG
Deputy Director of DPW and myself attended all of those meetings. Ultimately, the USACE officials felt as though the
relationship had not improved.

In late 2019, I was informed that the US Army Corps of Engineers was assigning a new project management team to the Facility
Reduction Project due, to the deteriorating relationship and the previous team asking to no longer work with [ - the
Installation Safety Office. The Garrison Commander, instructed me to not let the relationship with the USACE
Baltimore dissolve-rdered that I rebuild the relationship between the USACE Baltimore and the Installation Safety Office.

I began to participate in a series of monthly meetings with a representative of the USACE Baltimore and DPW. The primary focus of
the meetings was rebuilding the relationship. [ SNISHNEN 12ck of respect and willingness to provide workable solutions to problems
was an agenda item at each and every one of these meetings.

In early 2019, the USACE project management team co! i about project scheduling delays and cost ovi

nearing $750,000 as a result of the delays associated with unwillingness to provide workable solution

was demanding revisions and responses to issues in USACE Contractor submittals that were in turn having an impact on cost an
schedule.

The conflict resolution process was not aimed solely at addressing asbestos issues, while the majority of the safety issues we
discussed involved asbestos. Rather it was developed to sustain/improve the strained relationship between the USAG and the

USACE.

CONTINUED:

AFFIDAVIT
l,_ , HAVE READ OR HAVE HAD READ TO ME THIS STATEMENT
WHICH BEGINS ON PAGE 1, AND ENDS ON F’AGE_lS_. 1 FULLY UNDERSTAND THE CONTENTS OF THE ENTIRE STATEMENT MADE
BY ME. THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. | HAVE INITIALED ALL CORRECTIONS AND HAVE INITIALED THE BOTTOM OF EACH PAGE
CONTAINING THE STATEMENT. | HAVE MADE THIS STATEMENT F uT
THREAT OF PUNISHMENT, AND WITHOUT COERCION, UNLAWFUL

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a person authorized by law to

WITNESSES:
administer oaths, this _11th  gay of March , 2022
at
ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS
(Typed Name of Person Administering Oath)
5U.8.C.303
ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS (Authority To Administer Oaths)
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15. Q: Are you personally aware of any safety concemns raised by any person
(including APG employees) regarding asbestos, asbestos containing material in
APG buildings or facilities, or APG’s mitigation or abatement of such hazards? If
so, please explain those circumstances in detail, and what was done in
response.

A: Yes. Since my coming onboard with the USAG APG, SIS has sent
me emails or copied me on hundreds of emails conceming asbestos issues. |
recognized and acknowledged the diversity and complexity of the problem and
made asbestos compliance an element of the FY2021 Commander’s Annual
Safety Plan (attached). The ISO treated the totality of the asbestos problem as a
Class A accident looking at all contributing and non-contributing factors in an
attempt to develop long term solutions. *was placed in charge of
executing the investigation and developing methods of abatement to each to the
ﬁndings.Hretired prior to his completion of the successful
development of methods of abatement. The ISO continues to work on long term
solutions to the Installation’s asbestos problems.

16.Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E2354, particularly
involving asbestos removal/abatement. What is your understanding of any issues

with building E2354 and asbestos? Please explain in detail.
A: Sometime around April 2021,4lerted me to "missing asbestos
floor tiles” in a project he was reviewing escribed the circumstances as
such. A USACE contractor had submitted a demolition plan for the building and
was awaiting his review. visited the proposed worksite USACE
personnel. While on sit noted that there were 9" x 8” marks on the
floor, an indicator of the presence of asbestos fioor tile. [{S}SHIade
inquiries of the whereabouts of the asbestos (an environmental issue). NS
refused to review the contractor's demolition plan until the whereabouts of the
missing asbestos tiles were discovered. | counseled and reminded
Bl that where the asbestos files currently resided had no impacton the safety &
health of the demolition of the building. | instructed il fo review and comment
on the demolition plan.El@begrudgingly evaluated the plan. On 16 JUL 2021, |
leamed that in a DPW / USACE Customer Focus Meeting
threatened a GS-15 USACE leader with a criminal investigation over the missing
asbestos floor files.

17.Q: Was the asbestos (i.e., tile, mastic, and roofing) in Building 2354 abated
properly, in your opinion? Please explain in detail.
A: I do not have sufficient information on which to base an opinion. Sometime in
the Spring of 2021, SIS 2dvised that the asbestos was missin
IS - safety specialistin the ISO, previously worked for, asa
contractor and had occasion to visit E2354 in 2018.h advised the
asbestos floor tiles were missing in 2018.
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2. USACE Safety Office engagement in reviewing FY18 FRP asbestos
management plans (FY18 FRP safety plans already submitted and reviewed); 3.
USACE officials visit the FY18FRP sites to ensure accepted plans are being put
into practice on the project.

13 FEB 20: Chief, ISO and ISO team members met with USACE (Baltimore)
Safety office to discuss FY18 FRP. Contractor still has not submitted a compliant
plan for asbestos removal. USACE is threatening to terminate the contract for
default. Terminating the contract could result in the Garrison losing $4.9M in
FY18 FRP funds. —suggest-ddress the issue with
his counterpart, Deputy District Engineer USACE, Baltimore. [{SI SN
coordinated a teleconference.

Ultimately, the Deputy to the Garrison Commander met with the USACE
Baltimore Deputy Engineer and the Garrison Commander met with the USACE
District Engineer |EISHo resolve the issues.

Considering that the prevailing winds would push any demolition dust from
B4035 directly over Plum Point the ISO did not concur with the contractor's
abatement plan. The project was stopped and the building sfill stands today
awaiting a complaint method of abating the asbestos prior to any further
demolition activity.

22.Q: Did you believe that there were alternatives to the abatement of asbestos
roofing materials, or was demolition of the building wholesale warranted? Please
explain in detail.

A: Assuming that this question is related to Q#21. No, the wholesale demolition
of the building is not warranted. Nor will the ISO concur with a plan that suggests
that is the path forward. The building is still standing and we are awaiting a new
submittal from the contractor WRT the safe removal of the asbestos prior to
demolition.

23.Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E4405. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbesios?
A'd alerted me to asbestos issues in E4405 mostly through

telephone communications. To the best of my knowiedge | am reciting the

circumstances surrounding E4405 correctly, but due to the fact that these were
largely telephone conversation that were not memorialized in emails, | am relying
primarily on my recollection of the events associated with E4405.
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ISO team mates began asking questions about the nature and scope of the work
being performed. Tiles were being removed from the veranda walkway. Those
tiles were adhered using a mastic which was PACM. It was later discovered that
the mastic was in fact, ACM.

An asbestos management plan was never submitted for the work nor was
any activity hazard analysis or other nofification received. The asbestos work is a
definable feature of work with serious worker and general liability exposure
potential, and as such required review by the ISO.
Ultimately, the ok was stopped, abatement plans were submitted and reviewed
by the ISO.

e know (ISR 1 so. how do you know [l Ha<JRNE

ever raised concerns fo you or others about asbestos management,
mitigation, or abatement on APG? How, if at all, were any of his concems
addressed? Please explain in defail.
A: Yes, .worked for me in the ISO. as the Senior Safety & Occupational
Health Manager in the ISO. and | have known each other,
professionally, for over 27 years.
Yes, see answers above. In each case, | listened and provided guidance
to each of the issue ised. Ultimately, | recognized that asbestos was a
multi-faceted issue that required a systematic review and comrr%
attention. This was accomplished in our FY21 CASP briefing to
32.Qx Was_ assigned to write a white paper on asbestos issues on APG
to be reported to the Garrison Commander? Was the paper accurate? Did the
paper adequately capture the issues surrounding asbestos management on
APG? Do you have a copy that you can provide?
A: Yes, | recognized that the depth and breadth of the asbestos issue on
Aberdeen Proving Ground was very large and multi-faceted. In order to
effectively address the issue | incorporated the asbestos problems into element
#6 of the FY2021 APG Commander’'s Annual Safety Plan (CASP). Element ;
number 6 of the FY2021 CASP reads: ?
“6. Develop Long Term Solutions to Systemic !
Asbestos Issues. Aberdeen Proving Ground is a facility
that has hundreds of aged buildings and infrastructure
that contain, or are likely to contain, asbestos. Asbesfos
is heavily regulated by both environmental and
occupational safety regulators, and a very sensitive issue
in our society.
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Asbestos management requirements include, but are
not limited to, identification of asbestos within our
facilities, a centralized management program to address
inventory, administrative and engineering conirols for the
maintenance and abatement of asbestos, ongoing
fraining and education and thorough construction
oversight performed by qualified individuals. Over the
years there have been.issues with indiscriminant
tampering with asbestos and potential occupational
exposures. The ISO will identify the root causes of these
issues and develop both short and long term methods for
addressing asbestos issues at Aberdeen Proving Ground
as well as AdelphiLaboratory Center.”

The 7 elements of the FY2021 CASP were divided among the ISO team
for execution. IS 2s tasked with the responsibility of executing this
element of the CASP.

A copy of the white papet-submitted is provided. -paper is accurate.
However, the paperjjjjjsubmitted to me in an email on 20 January 2021 does not
contain the same level of detail, depth and scope expressed inﬁcomplaints
and allegations that | have seen since September 2021.

33.Q: Concerns have been raised with the reassignment of duties within the
Installation Safety Office particularly in regard to_ How would you
characterize the reassignment of duties? What was the purpose behind the

reassignments? Please explain in detail.
A hwas reassigned due to [l unwillingness/failure to preserve the
deteriorating relationship between the ISO and the USACE.

During my tenure as the Chief of the Installation Safety Office, | have
fielded numerous calls and emails from employees and leaders of the US Army

Corps of Engineers (USACE) all requesting my personal engagement to address
erplace behavior. In each case | addressed the issue directly
with

on October 18, 2019, SIS C i<t Miitary Branch, PPMD,

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District sent an email tol ISR
NS Director of Directorate of Public Works, United States Army Garrison
(USAG-APG). In that email-expressed frustration with the lack of progress on
resolving safety issues on the Facility Reduction Project (FRP). (The Facility
Reduction Project is an effort to demolish surplus buildings on the installation that
are beyond their useful lives that are not contaminated with chemical agents.) In
email[JJll mentioned was considering terminating the FRP contract for
convenience.
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After learning about this | briefec SIS tre Deputy to the Garrison
Commander about the outburst in the meeting and lefilllll know that | would be
reassigning work within the ISO-suggested that | contact
Civilian Personnel Advisory Center (CPAC) Labor/Management Employee
Relations Specialist (L/MER) and explain what | intended to do and get guidance.
I did in fact have a conversation about my intentions. The performance elements
of all ISO teammates was very specific stating which customers each teammate
would service. suggested standardizing the appraisal elements that
spoke to customer service. | did. All employees acknowledged the change.

Concurrently, had just announced (via a phone text to me) that a
member of Ml family was very sick and that[ililwould be requesting significant
amounts of sick leave to care for the sick member of the family.

On 28 JUL I sent an email to the ISO team announcing that | would be
reassigning work within the office. My intention with the reassignment of work

from a deteriorating relationship
with the USACE and DPW., and 2. Provid ith a working situation that

responsibilities was to 1. Remove
would allow [lllgreater flexibility to take sick leave as needed to care for i sick

family member.

#called after receiving the email and said that if | didn't change my
mind tha was going to go see the Garrison Commander. | told [lllthat
was free to do that and that | would make the call and set up the meeting for
but thatjlifhad to follow the chain of command and first meet with the Deputy to
the Garrison Commander. | offered to set up the meeting for{lEISHM did not ask
me to set up the meeting.
M describe several of the instances where [-was asked to address

lack of respect and unwillingness to work to come to a favorable

resolution with respect to technical, work related issues, | have not address them
all. I have identified only those instances related directly to the deteriorating
relationship with the USACE Baltimore. There are numerous other instances
where | was asked to address ehavior, lack of respect or
willingness to provide workab oblems.

34.Q: Was the Installation Safety Office and/o role in reviewing and
committing on safety issues related to asbestos ever curtailed or lessened? If so,
for what reasons? Please explain in detail.

A: No. In fact, the ISO’s role has improved since removing_from the
situation. form the ISO was assigned the responsibility of
working with DPWand USACE.qsﬁIl maintained an AHERA
accreditation as an asbestos inspector fromilll previous work experience.

was not an AHERA accredited insiector. Often times,

sought answers from, and consulted with, prior to providing
response to construction contractor safety submittals.
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9. STATEMENT (Continued)

Specifically, the plan has not been finalized because former GSO representative- believes that APG’s asbestos program

is noncompliant, thuslllwould not provide safety office concurrence to allow Command signature of the final plan. The GSO’s main

point of contention is that APG does not have a current comprehensive asbestos survey for the Installation which makes the program
jant in. eyes. This issue was elevated by DPW Environmental Division to IMCOM HQ Army Environmental Command

ith the latest discussions occurring in October 2021 during environmental audits. IMCOM HQ found no merit in the
GSO’s stance as asbestos surveys are conducted prior to all renovation and demolition projects. Result is comprehensive surveys,
although useful are not required. The current plan is out for final comment and will be staffed for GSO concurrence this Spring.

Q: Are installations, such as APG, required to maintain a current AMP? If so, what are the relevant laws and/or regulations that
mandate this?

A: Yes, an Asbestos Management Plan (AMP), though not required by federal or state law, is required by Army Regulation 420-1.
Current IMCOM funding guidance does not provide funding support for non-statutory requirements. Army regulation requirements,
such as the AMP, are worked with available in house labor as time allows. As stated earlier, the AMP has been in the works for many
years, however, nonoccurrence by the Garrison Safety Office has not allowed staffing to be completed.

Q: Have surveys been appropriately conducted at APG to identify the presence of asbestos hazards or asbestos containing material
within installation buildings and facilities? Please explain in detail.

A: Yes, surveys are carried out as part of every facility renovation and demolition project to insure compliance with asbestos
requirements prior to construction. APG does have gaps in its comprehensive asbestos survey. Although surveys have been funded
in the past, they do not cover the entirety of APG’s real property inventory prior to 1990. As discussed previously, comprehensive
surveys are not required, however, they are a useful informational tool.

Q: To your knowledge, were there issues surrounding funding in regards to the Asbestos Management Plan and conducting surveys
on APG? If so, please explain in detail.

A: As discussed prior, the Asbestos Management Plan (AMP) is not a statutory requirement, but is required by Army Regulation
420-1. Current IMCOM funding guidance only supports funding associated with statutory requirements. The AMP is worked with in
house labor as resources allow. Completing the plan has been delayed by nonoccurrence by the Garrison Safety Office. As far as
conducting a comprehensive asbestos survey at APG, we have sought funding in the past, but it was cost prohibitive with funding
cuts to IMCOM. Since surveys are attached to projects prior to every renovation and demolition to insure compliance with asbestos
requirements, the benefit of the higher cost comprehensive survey did not compete well against higher risk items on the spend plan.
We were successful in acquiring funding to survey asbestos high risk areas (boiler rooms) within the cantonment area to augment our
existing survey.

Q: Where are reports related to asbestos on APG stored? Is there a centrally managed location?

A: At project closeout (completion), all project information to include asbestos abatement/maintenance information becomes part of
the facility real property record centralized in the Directorate of Public Works Master Planning Division. During project
development, information and records supporting asbestos compliance is shared in various ways between stakeholders using as-built
database systems and SharePoint.

Q: What government oversight inspections (i.e., EPAS) have been conducted of APG’s Asbestos Management program? What were
the results? What actions were taken to correct any noted deficiencies, and by whom?

A: Multiple EPAS inspections have occurred on the program since I arrive in 2011. Any findings or concerns associated would have
been addressed by the TSCA Program Manager& The only outstanding issue remains the Asbestos Management Plan
(AMP) which is going through another iteration of staffing at this time. As previously discussed, the AMP would not be concurred
on by the Garrison Safety Office to allow finalization. The AMP is a Class III finding in EPAS meaning the lowest priority to close
out as it is driven by Army Regulation and not federal or state law.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding Building E2354, particularly involving asbestos removal/abatement. What is your
understanding of any issues with building E2354 and asbestos? Please explain in detail.
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Q: Who are the contractor(s) and contractor employee(s) that are generally or frequently
involved with asbestos matters on APG? Do any of these contractors work full-time at
APG within DPW? What are their general-roles and responsibilities related to asbestos
management, mitigation, and/or abatement? Please explain in detail.

A: Contractors are generally hired by the Directorate of Public Works to do renovations,
or by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide facility demolition under the Facility
Reduction Program (FRP). The Contractors are responsible for the asbestos abatement
and insuring the safety of their workers during abatement activities. Contractor plans
are coordinated with the appropriate safety offices and construction representatives in
Directorate of Public Works or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to ensure plans
consider impact to Garrison Mission, employee and public safety.

If this is in regards to the Contaminated Demolition Program Management Office
(PMO), these contractors were hired as an independent monitor for the Directorate of
Public Works to assists with the technical review and dissemination of planning
documents and safety submittals due to the scale of the Contaminated Demolition
Program. They provide coordination and communication to all supporting Garrison
offices to insure comments are communicated through the Directorate of Public Works
to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on demoilition projects. As discussed
earlier, the Environmental Division was asked to take over the FY18 Facility Reduction
Program to mediate conflicts between the USACE, Garrison Safety Office, and the
Directorate of Public Works Engineering and Construction Division. Environmental
Division has also been tasked to oversee the FY20 Facility Reduction Program.

Q: Do you know/iENEEHIE ' so. how do you know him? Has/ KN
ever raised concerns to you or others about asbestos management, mitigation, or
abatement on APG? How, if at all, were any of his concerns addressed? Please explain
in detail.
A: Yes| know_ as a Garrison Safety Office representative. -
NS 2iscd many issues regarding asbestos compliance on demolition projects,
most of which that | have been involved in since FY18. These have been previously
discussed in this document. Despite conduct being unprofessional and at
times threatening to our staff, our approach to addressiiiiliconcerns has been to ensure
increase communications with the Garrison Safety Office to include making sure they
had all appropriate documentation, increasing partnership meetings to address
concerns or issues, initiating weekly demolition program calls to address outstanding
issues or concerns, increasing facility walk troughs to address outstanding issues or
concerns, providing a SharePoint site that is transparent and inclusive of all demolition
safety plans and submittals allowing the Garrison Safety Office access at any time,
providing technical support from our PMO safety specialist to sit with *
to walk through submittals to facilitate jililireview and answer questionsjiilimay have,
increasing Asbestos Management Plan meetings to facilitate communication on plan
concerns or issues, elevating concerns to headquarters for
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consideration/decision, implementing-:omminii wiiii iiney provided value to the

process. We've made every effort to work wit during my tenure
overseeing the Facility Reduction Program and to implement the Asbestos Management
Plan. Where* disagreed with our approachllbrovided no
solutions/suggestions to support a way ahead.

Q: Is there anyone else that you think | should talk to concerning asbestos

management, mitigation, or abatement on APG?
A:b U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore District

Q: Is there any other information or documentation you would like to share that might be
relevant to this investigation?

A: There have been no noncompliance actions or notice of violations from the Maryland
Department of the Environment or the Environmental Protection Agency regarding the
asbestos program during my tenure as Chief, Environmental Division (since 2011).
With regards to the Facility Reduction Program (demolition programs), we take worker
safety extremely seriously and have increased checks and balances to include Director
of Public Works independent safety review using our Program Management Office, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore District safety review, and where appropriate U.S.
Army Engineering and Support Center Huntsville safety review. All safety plans and
documents are also provided to the Garrison Safety Office for comment. In addition, |
have worked to secure funding in FY21 to increases asbestos training throughout the
Directorate of Public Works (DPW) by providing varying levels of training and
accreditation by the Maryland Department of Environment to support DPW Contracting
Officer Representative knowledge and oversite of asbestos abatement.

END OF STATEMENT
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SWORN STATEMENT
For use of this form, see AR 190-45; the proponent agency is PMG.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
AUTHORITY: Title 10, USC Section 301; Title 5, USC Section 2951; E.O. 9397 Social Security Number (SSN).

PRINCIPAL PURPOSE: To document potential criminal activity involving the U.S. Army, and to allow Army officials to maintain discipline,
law and order through investigation of complaints and incidents.

ROUTINE USES: Information provided may be further disclosed to federal, state, local, and foreign government law enforcement
agencies, prosecutors, courts, child protective services, viclims, witnesses, the Department of Veterans Affairs, and
the Office of Personnel Management. Information provided may be used for determinations regarding judicial or
non-judicial punishment, other administrative disciplinary actions, security clearances, recruitment, retention,
placement, and other personnel actions.

DISCLOSURE: Disclosure of your SSN and other information is voluntary.
1. LOCATION 2. DATE (YYYYMMDD) 3. TIME 4. FILE NUMBER
Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), MD 20220303 1539 N/A

NAME, MIDDLE NAME 6. SSN 7. GRADE/STATUS
GS-15/Army Civilian

8. ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS
U.S. Army Garrison BENELUX, Bldg 20005, Chievres Air Base, Belgium

9.

I,  WANT TO MAKE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT UNDER OATH:

Q:
A

15-6 Investigating Officer)

Q: How long were you employed with the U.S. Army Garrison at Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), Maryland?
A: T was assigned to USAG APG 05JUL20 — 29JAN22

Q: What were the names of your first a
A: 05JUL20-27MAR21 1st Line Supv:
2nd Line Supv:

rvisors and their respective duty titles?
Deputy to the Garrison Commander (DGC)
Garrison Commander (GC)

28MAR21-24JUN21 1st Line Supv: , Garrison Commander
2nd Line Supv| - inment
25JUN21-29JAN22 Ist Line Supv:
2nd Line Supv irector ID-Sustainment

Q: What was your official title/position and grade? How long were you in that position?
A: 05JUL20-27MAR21 — Director of Operations, GS14
28MAR21-25JUL21 — Deputy to the Garrison Commander, GS15
26JUL21-28 AUG21 — Deputy to the Garrison Commander, GS14
29AUG21-29JAN22 — Deputy to the Garrison Commander, GS15

Q: What were your general duties and responsibilities in that position? Please explain in detail.
A: Director of Operations - Provided Leadership, direction and supervision to a team of 290 Department of the Army Civilian
employees across four divisions, to ensure the integration and delivery of Garrison base support and installation management

protection services. Established and led the development and execution of short, mid, and long range planning of support services,

90 complex tenant organizations, and a supported community of 28,500, across four geographically disbursed sites.

operations in the areas of operations, training, mobilization and security; law enforcement, fire & emergency services, and security &

and formulated/drafted for approval, goals, policies, and objectives at an extremely large multi-mission U.S. Army Garrison with over

10. EXHIBIT 11. INITIALS OF PERS G STATEMENT
PAGE 1 OF 3 PAGES
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STATEMENT o_ TAKEN AT APG, MD DATED 20220303

9. STATEMENT (Continued)

Deputy to the Garrison Commander - Direct and supervise the complex administrative, technical and professional installation support
services directly affecting mission accomplishment of an extremely large complex, multi-mission military installation. Provide
administrative program direction to various civilian directors and special staff involved in a wide variety of functional program areas
including financial management, contracting services, law enforcement, protection, fire and emergency services, personnel
management, family morale and welfare, public works, and other various activities. Ensure the short, mid, and long range planning of
base support operations is completed and appropriately resourced. Direct and formulate goals, policies, and objectives for the
enterprise. Implement internal controls to produce a sound system of accountability, and continually evaluate operations to ensure
plans are followed to meet objectives and goals. Serve as senior civilian of the organization and provide program oversight and
resolution authority for EEO/EQ complaints, senior civilian hiring approvals and other personnel management related matters.

Q: Are you personally aware of any safety concerns raised by any person (including APG employees) regarding asbestos, asbestos
containing material in APG buildings or facilities, or APG’s mitigation or abatement of such hazards? If so, please explain those
circumstances in detail, and what was done in response.

A: 1 am not personally a -hand knowledge of asbestos-related safety concerns. The only tangential information I
know of was provided b and that was general information as it related to administrative actions with-

Q: Doyou kno_lf so, how do you knou-—l ever raised concerns to you or others about

asbestos mana, joation, or abatement on APG? How, if at all, were any o oncerns addressed? Please explain in detail.
A: 1 know whogmis. 1 did not actually meetjjJijj until around August 2021, whei came to me on an “open door”
meeting concernin reassignment of duties. During this discussion and a subsequent discussion with an outside Mediator (EEO),
stat reassignment of duties was in response tojjjioncerns over asbestos, howeverlilinever went into any details
as to what actually took place. Specifically lillhever brought any asbestos-related concerns to me.

Q: DS -; t2sked to write a white paper on issues related to asbestos to highlight certain deficiencies. Did you see the white
paper? Did you have any concerns with the white paper? Please explain in detail.
A: I do not recall ever seeing or reading anything of this nature; I believe it was written before my time as the DGC.

. s have been raised with the reassignment of duties within the Installation Safety Office particularly in regard t(-
How would you characterize the reassignment of duties? What was the purpose behind the reassignments? Please explain in
detail.

A: Sometime in mid-July 2021 I received a phone call from IS supervisor stating tha.was
contacted by a senior official from United States Army Corps of Engineiii | iiiﬁ

CE) with a formal complaint regarding extremely
unprofessional behavior by the comp t towards one of their GS-15 leaders. Apparentl thh had accused

lai
Bl of breaking the law and threateneﬁwithjail during a DPW-run public meeting.“s actions were perceived as
*asked for

unwarranted and unprofessional, and damaging to the relationship between USAG APG and USACE. The
my advice and I directed Bl to coordinate with our Labor, Management and Employee Relations (LMER) Adviso
on how to address the situation and move forward. After reviewing all of the Installation Safety Office (ISO) PDs, the advice
provided by LMER to the Supervisor was to consider changing assigned customers of the team to ensure full utilization of position
descriptions (apparently only a portion of the duties defined in [ENI SNl @PD were being accomplished). Sinc*
PD was broad in nature covering construction safety and a full range of industrial safety, the decision to reallocate customer
assignments resulted in a change from solely focusing on Engineering Construction Division safety to a more broad focus of
Directorate of Operations (DoO) and Directorate of Public Works (DPW) safety in general, the two Garrison areas with the most safet

Q: Is there anyone else that you think I should talk to concerning asbestos manage itioation, or abatement on APG?
A: Former USAG APG Command Team - revious DGC) and revious GC) USAG APG DPW -

previous DPW, now retired), eputy DPW)

PW, r.
DPW — Asbestos Abatement Proiect Manager) USAG APG Installation Safety Office (ISO) M

Safety).

Chief of Safety),

INITIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMENT
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9. STATEMENT (Continued)
Q: Is there anv other information or documentation you would like to share that might be relevant to this investigation?
currently has a MSPB case pending, which I believe to be related to these questions. The Lawyers working this case
om CECOM — Recommend you speak with them for additional information (if

END OF STATEMENT

AFFIDAVIT
l— , HAVE READ OR HAVE HAD READ TO ME THIS STATEMENT

WHICH BEGINS ON PAGE 1, AND ENDS ON PAGE_-:’_. | FULLY UNDERSTAND THE CONTENTS OF THE ENTIRE STATEMENT MADE
BY ME. THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. | HAVE INITIALED ALL CORRECTIONS AND HAVE INITIALED THE BOTTOM OF EACH PAGE
CONTAINING THE STATEMENT. | HAVE MADE THIS STATEMENT FREELY WITHOUT HOPE OF BENEFIT OR REWARD, WITHOUT
THREAT OF PUNISHMENT, AND WITHOUT COERCION, UNLAWFUL INFLUENCE, OR UNLAWFUL INDUCEMENT.

(Signature of Person Making Statement)

WITNESSES: Subscribed and sworn to before me, a person authorized by law to
administer oaths, this _ 3rd  day of March ., 2022
at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland.

ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS (Signature of Person Administering Oath)
(Typed Name o! Person Administering Oath)
5 U.S.C.303
ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS (Authority To Administer Oaths)

INITIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMENT,

- PAGE 3 OF 3 PAGES

DA FORM 2823, NOV 2006 APD LC v1.01ES




OSC File
No. DI-22-000146

EXHIBIT T
























swORN STATEMENT of{SIESHI ~A<eN AT APG, MD, DATED 20220316
DA FORM 2823 (Continued) / Page 8 of 11 Pages

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor's abatement plan for building
B4035? Do you have a copy of the abatement plan or any other
information/documentation you could share on this?

A: | didn’t observe any actual work at B4035 this must be prior to my involvement with
this project, nor do | have documentation on past work performed prior to my
involvement. Currently, the contractor is preparing plans for the abatement of the
roofing material at this building.

Q: Was there any discrepancies with the engineer hired to perform the engineering

survey? How were those discrepancies addressed?

A: The engineer APSI hired following my involvement with the Project was-
NG - d | did not observe any discrepancies withiiillsurvey or work that were

beyond traditional review questions for clarifications that were addressed adequately.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building E4405. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?

A: The only asbestos containing building materials at this building was TSI piping
outside that were located between this building and the adjacent post office, which was
not to be demolished. The removal of this TSI was determined to be outside the scope
of the FY18 FRP contractor and this material was removed by APG DPW and
connecting pipes cut and capped. Past surveys and additional surveys conducted
during my involvement prior to the demolition of this facility did not indicate any
asbestos containing building materials in and outside of this building. The building was
then demolished following other regulated materials removal and some furniture
removal for recycling.

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor's abatement plan for building
E44057?

A: There was no asbestos abatement plan for E4405 given the asbestos containing
material was removed by APG DPW or assumed materials from past surveys were
sampled revealed not to contain asbestos material.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building B5112. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?

A: When [ initially became involved with the FY18 FRP | was notified that some
abatement activities had already taken place at 5112 and there were concerns about
those not being completed properly. | was asked to go visit the facility look to see if
suspect asbestos containing materials were on site. | performed a walk thorough with
P from PMO and saw a very small quantity of debris on the grounds
and three roof vents with some adhered black material with in them. | recommended
these materials be sampled, these were sampled and determined to be asbestos

containing materials.

(Initials)







SWORN STATEMENT oWAKEN AT APG, MD, DATED 20220316
DA FOR ontinued) / Page 10 of 11 Pages

Q: Do you knom If so, how do you know il Has—
ever raised concerns to you or others about asbestos management, mitigation, or
abatement on APG? How, if at all, were any of his concerns addressed? Please explain
in detail.

A: 1 know whol{SJSHI is through a few of the projects | work on at Aberdeen
Proving Grounds, specifically through his involvement as a safety specialist working for
the Installation Safety Office and providing input on contractor project submittals for
impacts on APG personnel, mission, and facilities/equipmenth has
participated in the review of submittals for asbestos abatement projects and has brought
questions, comments, and concerns regarding the submittals through the review
process in a similar fashion as other project personnel from USACE and PMO il has
brought up concerns about the alternate work practice that are to be used to remove the
roof and ceiling materials at E5188, the quantity discrepancy with the abatement plan
for E2354, and other concerns that were addressed. oncerns were addressed
through a very typical comment review process between the party with the comment to
the developer of the plan, the contractor. As | have described earlier, the contractor
usually receives these comments from USACE and Installation representatives. They
review the comments and create responses and if the plan is revised because of the
comments the changes are outlined and if the comment did not result in a change, then
a response is provided. The individual making the comment then has an opportunity to
back check their response to comments and verify that their comments/questions or
concerns are addressed adequately if they were not then they can provide back check
comment responses which then go back to the contractor to be addressed and the cycle
continues until comments/questions/concerns are addressed a satisfactorily or a
technical impasse occurs at which point a meeting is held between all parties to
understand the requirements behind the comments/questions/concerns being brought
up and solve them through emails, meeting and a mediation from supervisors.

Q: Was the Installation Safety Office or SIS nvolvement in reviewing
asbestos abatement plans or other safety related material reduced. If so, what was the
reasons?

A. | am not sure isjjiliinvolvement was reduced. mas always described
that the ISO scope or role in the review of contractor projects is to ensure that the
proposed approaches or measures have the potential to directly impact the “Big 3"
impact on APG personnel, facilities, and mission. In our request for a review, we always

sought_nput on these three areas and | never feltiill participation was

reduce
Q: Is there anyone else that you think | should talk to concerning asbestos

management, mitigation, or abatement on APG?
A: This question is difficult to answer without any clarity on the scope of this

investigation.

(Initials)
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9. STATEMENT (Continued)

Q10: Was the asbestos (i.e., tile, mastic, and roofing) in Building E2354 abated properly, in your opinion? Please explain in detail.
A10: Yes. All asbestos present in Building E2354 at the time of abatement and demolition was abated properly and in compliance
with all laws and regulations. The contractor completed a hazardous materials survey and developed a work plan based on the
information contained in that report as well as 2011 and 2015 surveys. All asbestos containing material contained in the building at
the time of demolition in 2021 was properly abated. All materials removed and disposed of were reported to the state of Maryland as
part of the final reporting actions. The demolition and abatement work was performed with full oversight of the PMO.

Q11: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’s abatement plan for building E2354?

A11: The contractor’s abatement plan was thoroughly reviewed by USACE prior to acceptance of the deliverable. There were no
irregularities noted as part of that review.

USACE reviewed the document to ensure full compliance with all laws, regulations, and installation requirements.

See supporting documentation Q11-2354

QI12: There have been concerns raised regarding building E5188. What is your understanding of any issues with building E5188 as it
relates to asbestos? Please explain in detail.

A lZ:_disagreed with USACE?’s technical approach for demolition of E5188, which included using an alternative method
for asbestos abatement (in this case the alternative method was mechanical demolition of materials in place using heavy equipment
and misting machines). USACE could not verify the integrity of the structure because engineering drawings were not available. In
addition, the configuration of the ACM in the structure would require manual handling of extremely heavy panels from manlifis,
which was deemed impractical and unsafe. USACE determined an alternative work practice was appropriate under these
circumstances. Both the USACE and contractor Safety Professionals were in agreement on this issue. _disagreed and
wanted USACE to manually disassemble the building using workers on manlifts. Numerous meetings were held to discuss
alternatives and input provided by [N ESHEEMove: the course of eight months, causing significant delay and cost to the project.
Ultimately, it was determined that the ISOs requests were not safe and ultimately unreasonable. Further, it was clarified that the
purpose of the ISO review was not to dictate technical methods to USACE, rather it should focus on three primary categories: impacts
to installation personnel, mission, and property. Additionally, it was clarified that it is the contractor’s responsibility to ensure the
safety of their personnel during execution of all work. USACE noted our disagreement with iand completed the work
using the alternative work practice. Air monitoring was conducted during all activities. Air monitoring showed that no release of
ACM material occurred during this work. All work was conducted safely and in full compliance with all laws, regulations, and
installation requirements. All work was conducted with USACE oversight.

CONTINUED

AFFIDAVIT

l,_ , HAVE READ OR HAVE HAD READ TO ME THIS STATEMENT

WHICH BEGINS ON PAGE 1, AND ENDS ON PAGEL. | FULLY UNDERSTAND THE CONTENTS OF THE ENTIRE STATEMENT MADE
BY ME. THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. | HAVE INITIALED ALL CORRECTIONS AND HAVE INITIALED THE BOTTOM OF EACH PAGE
CONTAINING THE STATEMENT. | HAVE MADE THIS STATEMENT FREELY WITHOUT HOPE OF BENEFIT OR REWARD, WITHOUT
THREAT OF PUNISHMENT, AND WITHOUT COERCION, UNLAWFUL INFLUENCE, OR UNLAWF

(Signature of Person Making Statement)
WITNESSES: Subscribed and sworn to before me, a person authorized by law to
administer oaths, this  4th day of April , 2022
at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland.

ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS !:gnature of Person Administering Oath)
(Typed NangOath)

5U.S.C.303
ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS (Authority To Administer Oaths)
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Bl has routinely expressed concern over the quality of work from specific contractors,

Blhas suggested many times that work is being done “illegally” at APG.

has openly stated a dislike for specific individuals working as contractors and a
dislike for specific individuals at DPW. Many of lll allegations are not supported by
facts. This prejudice often complicates coordination and communication of issues that
are under the purview of the ISO: impacts to installation people, miwpeﬂy.
To my knowledge, In the four years | have supporting work at APG has
not provided any proof that his allegations are true. PMO’s objective is to do this work
correctly and when issues occur, to have a plan in place to address/resolve them
effectively. We have included the ISO in every step of that process.

Q32: Was the Installation Safety Office or [{S I involvement in reviewing
asbestos abatement plans or other safety related material reduced. If so, what was the
reasons?
A32. Yes. On 15 JUL 2021 IS - tended a USACE status meeting as the
representative for ISO. Many senior USACE staff members were present.
interrupted the status briefing on the FY18 contract and alleged that USACE was
conducting asbestos abatement illegally at APG and threatened USACE and contractor
staff with internal investigations and losing their professional licenses.
stated thailllbelieved an internal investigation needed to be conducted because of
illegal activities being conducted by USACE and our contractors. This (public) “rant’
went on for about 5-10 minutes during which timellillithreatened the professionalism
and integrity of USACE and contractor staff repeated|y illillbehavior on this call was
ultimately reported to [l supervisor, at which pointh was removed from the
demolition program for unprofessional conduct. Once notified, PMO began utilizing il
as the primary POC at ISO for coordination of demolition and abatement
deliverables.

See supporting documentation provided Q32-IPR.

Q:33 Is there anyone else that you think | should talk to concerning asbestos

management, mitigation, or abatement on APG?
Site Superintendent for Allphase (978-490-5394, alberto@allphase.org).

IS Restoration Manager, Environmental Division.
IS dustrial Hygienist, USACE Baltimore District.

Contract Support, Program Management Support.
ontract Support, Ceriified Safety Professional, Industrial Hygiene.
Q34: Is there any other information or documentation you would like to share that might
be relevant to this investigation?
A34: The PMO has, in good faith, worked with EIISHEEEEE to coordinate demolition and

abatement activities an der the
purview of the ISO.

(Initials)
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Q: Did you believe that there were other alternatives to abating the asbestos transite
panels at building E5188, or was demolition of the building wholesale the best option?
Please explain in detail.

A: | cannot recall the issues for this building

Q: What was different about the roof strucfure for E5188 from others on APG that would
require the asbestos to be taken down through demolition other than abatement by
hand?

A: | cannot recall the issues for this building

Q: Did USACE seek letters of interpretation from regulators (i.e., MDE, USACE, and
OHSA) for the work on E51887? Did they receive a letter of interpretation?

A: As part of the contractor’s requirements to satisfy USACE safety plans are reviewed
internally as well as sent for approval by MDE for permitting. it was determined
throughout the time of the numerous projects that are mentioned throughout this
document that APG ISO would quote the USACE EM385-1-1 as being more stringent
than the OSHA requirements. There were also times that if the ISO did not like agree
with the 385-1-1 interpretation the ISO would switch to OSHA requirements.

Q: Did USACE or the contractor seek a variance from USACE and OSHA for the work
on E5188?
A: | cannot recall the issues for this building

Q: Did a structural engineer do an engineer survey on E5188? What was the result? Did
you any concerns with the resuit?

A: A structural survey was required per the contract the contractor had with USACE. |
do not remember the results of that survery.

Q: Did the structural engineer or contractor use invasive methods to determine if the
roof structure of E5188 was sound? Is that a standard practice? Please explain in
detail?

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building B4035. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?

A: The window Glazing, wall coverings, roofing material, Thermal systems insulation,
and Thermal pipe fittings all contained asbestos material.

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’s abatement plan for building
B4035? Do you have a copy of the abatement plan or any other
information/documentation you could share on this?

A: No as the plan was reviewed by USACE safety office, along with the installation
safety office which prompted several revisions of the plan.

Q: Was there any discrepancies with the engineer hired to perform the engineering
survey? How were those discrepancies addressed?




A: The discrepancies with the engineering surveyor were presented by [EEIIIEGzG
and reviewed by USACE.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building E4405. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?
A: | cannot recall the issues for this building

Q: Did you observe any irregularities in the contractor’s abatement plan for building
E44057?
A: | cannot recall the issues for this building

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building B5112. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?
A: | cannot recall the issues for this building

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building E5126. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?
A: | cannot recall the issues for this building

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building E4585. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?
A: I cannot recall the issues for this building

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building E3330. What is your
understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?
A: | cannot recall the issues for this building

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding the (B648) Mulberry Point Tower. What
is your understanding of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?

A: The tower was a falling hazard for all in the surrounding area. The top of the tower
held a guard shed in which was unable to be reached due to the structural integrity of
the tower, along with the stairs being destroyed by the elements over the years. USACE
along with the contractor conducting the work was notified that the tower may have
contained asbestos floor tiles in the guard shack.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding the B5114. What is your understanding
of any issues with this building, as it relates to asbestos?
A: | cannot recall the issues for this building

Q: Do you know— If so, how do you know Elill> HasIEEEIEEN
ever raised concerns to you or others about asbestos management, mitigation, or

abatement on APG? How, if at all, were any of [l concerns addressed? Please explain
in detail.

A: 1 know [ ENEEII t-rough Bl work on Aberdeen Proving Ground as the Safety
Officer for the Installation.
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AMEL-MI (15-6b1) 23 May 2022

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Interview with _

1. On 14 March 2022, | interviewed —via Microsoft Teams from

1630-1700 EST. is the Branch Chief for the Military Branch of the Programs
and Project Management Division (PPMD U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
approximately thirty questions covering

iUSACE) Baltimore District. | asked

uties and responsibilities, circumstances surrounding specific building abatement
and demolition projects, methods of abatement, and questions related to the Installation
Safety Office on APG. The following paragraphs (a-d) are transcribed from my notes
during the interview.

a. Question: What are your general duties and responsibilities in your current
position? Answer:* indicated that{ililllserves as the senior rater for the
Project Manager at Aberdeen Proving Ground. [ENISHEEEEEEE handlies most of the day-
to-day activities of the project. (Paraphrased by the Investigating Officer)

b. Question: There have been concerns raised regarding building E5188. What is
your understanding of any issues with building E5188 as it relates to asbestos? Please
explain in detail. Answer: indicated thatillllbelieves that the means and
methods that the contract, All Phase LLC, put forward were both acceptable and
reasonable. (Paraphrased by Investigation Officer)

c. Question: Do you know_ If so, how do you know llll? Has

ever raised concerns to you or others about asbestos management,
mitigation, or abatement on APG? How, if at all, were any ofllll conc ?
Please explain in detail. Answer:—indicated that many W
complaints were “red herrings” meaning that they were misleading.
launched personal attacks and was the cause of significant delays in the Facilities
Reduction Project (FRP) FY18 contract. For instance,iwould not review

digital copies of safety submittals (i.e., Accident Prevent Plans and Asbestos Abatement
Plans). (Paraphrased by Investigation Officer)

d. Question: Was the Installation Safety Office or [{SJ SR involvement in
reviewing asbestos abatement plans or other safety related Wcad. If so,
what was the reasons? Answer: [[SJSHI indicated that (ISO) would
not approve any safety submittals from the contractor for FRP FY18, All Phase
Solutions LLC., and the USACE eventually did discuss terminating the contract for
convenience because of the delays caused by the ISO. (Paraphrased by Investigation
Officer)







OSC File
No. DI-22-000146

EXHIBIT X



SWORN STATEMENT
For use of this form, see AR 190-45; the proponent agency is PMG.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
AUTHORITY: Title 10, USC Section 301; Title 5, USC Section 2951; E.O. 9397 Social Security Number (SSN).

PRINCIPAL PURPOSE: To document potential criminal activity involving the U.S. Army, and to allow Army officials to maintain discipline,
law and order through investigation of complaints and incidents.

ROUTINE USES: Information provided may be further disclosed to federal, state, local, and foreign government law enforcement
agencies, prosecutors, courts, child protective services, victims, witnesses, the Department of Veterans Affairs, and
the Office of Personnel Management. Information provided may be used for determinations regarding judicial or
non-judicial punishment, other administrative disciplinary actions, security clearances, recruitment, retention,
placement, and other personnel actions.

DISCLOSURE: Disclosure of your SSN and other information is voluntary.
1. LOCATION 2. DATE (YYYYMMDD) 3. TIME 4. FILE NUMBER
Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), MD 20220405 1549 N/A
AME, MIDDLE NAME 6. SSN 7. GRADE/STATUS
WS-17/DA Civilian

8. ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS
Engineering and Systems Integration Directorate, CSISR Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD

9. .
I , WANT TO MAKE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT UNDER OATH:
Q: AR 15-6 Investigating Officer)

A:

Q: How long were you employed at the U.S. Army Garrison, Aberdeen Proving Ground? Please include months and years.
A: Jan. 1989 —Nov. 2021

Q: What was your official title/position and grade at the U.S. Army Garrison, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD?
A: Last appointment — WS-17 — Site Manager

Q: What were your general duties and responsibilities related to management and/or mitigation of asbestos and other hazardous
materials? Please explain in detail.
A: No

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building E5126. What is your understanding of any issues with building E5126 as it
relates to asbestos? Please explain in detail.

Only incident I’m aware of at E5126 was an underground water line that needed repair. There was an issue with how the DPW
asbestos team cut the pipe. Their initial field determination was that the pipe was concrete and not Transite asbestos pipe. The
decision of concrete pipe determined their cutting method but they treated the area and themselves just as if it was asbestos pipe since
there was no sampling done. Their method of cutting the pipe was to use a powered concrete chop saw instead of a snap break
system. Complaints were made as to possible exposure to workers on the sight when the pipe was cut. The DPW asbestos crew that
did the cutting had installed the barrier tape in the recommended area outside and installed signs and barrier tape to building doors
that opened into the area where the cutting was to be done as if they were dealing with an asbestos material. After the cutting was
complete, repair made, and pipe buried, the complaints came in as to it being asbestos pipe. DPW contracted a third party company
to dig the pipe back up and take samples of the pipe to determine its make-up. It was then found out through the samples that the pipe
did contain some level of asbestos. There were concerns that asbestos dust had gotten inside the building. DPW had their third party
contractor for sampling do interior air samples and found no asbestos detected in the air.

10. EXHIBIT 11. INITIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMENT

PAGE 1 OF 2 PAGES

ADDITIONAL PAGES MUST CONTAIN THE HEADING "STATEMENT OF, TAKEN AT DATED

THE BOTTOM OF EACH ADDITIONAL PAGE MUST BEAR THE INITIALS OF THE PERSON MAKING THE STATEMENT, AND PAGE NUMBER
MUST BE INDICATED.

DA FORM 2823, NOV 2006 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE APD LC v1.01ES




USE THIS PAGE IF NEEDED. IF THIS PAGE IS NOT NEEDED, PLEASE PROCEED TO FINAL PAGE OF THIS FORM.

STATEMENT OF TAKEN AT DATED

9. STATEMENT (Continued)

THIS PAGE IS NOT NEEDED

INITIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMENT
PAGE OF PAGES

DA FORM 2823, NOV 2006 APD LC v1.01ES



starevent oA

9. STATEMENT (Continued)

TAKEN AT APG, MD DATED 20220405

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding building E3330. What is your understanding of any issues with building E3330 as it

relates to asbestos? Please explain in detail.

I do not have any information on the issues of asbestos pertaining to E3330. This was a contract effort and taken care of by the DPW

Engineering contracting personnel.

END OF STATEMENT:

AFFIDAVIT

, HAVE READ OR HAVE HAD READ TO ME THIS STATEMENT

WHICH BEGINS ON PAGE 1, AND ENDS ON PAGE._2_. | FULLY UNDERSTAND THE CONTENTS OF THE ENTIRE STATEMENT MADE
BY ME. THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. | HAVE INITIALED ALL CORRECTIONS AND HAVE INITIALED THE BOTTOM OF EACH PAGE
CONTAINING THE STATEMENT. | HAVE MADE THIS STATEMENT FREELY WITHOUT HOPE OF BENEFIT OR REWARD, WITHOUT
THREAT OF PUNISHMENT, AND WITHOUT COERCION, UNLAWFUL INFLUENCE, OR UNLAWFUL INDUCEMENT.

WITNESSES:

ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS

(Signature of Person Making Statement)

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a person authorized by law to
administer oaths, this  Sth  gay of April . 2022
at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland.

(Signature of Person Administering Oath)

(Typed Name of Person Administering Oath)
5U.S.C.303

ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS

(Authority To Administer Oaths)

INITIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMENT-

PAGE 2 OF 9 PAGES

DA FORM 2823, NOV 2006

APDLC v1.01ES
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SWORN STATEMENT
For use of this form, see AR 190-45; the proponent agency is PMG.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
AUTHORITY: Title 10, USC Section 301; Title 5, USC Section 2951; E.O. 9397 Social Security Number (SSN),

PRINCIPAL PURPOSE: To document potential criminal activity involving the U.S. Amy, and to allow Army officials to maintain discipline,
law and order through investigation of complaints and incidents.

ROUTINE.USES: Information provided may be further disclosed to federal, state, local, and foreign government law enforcement
agencies, prosecutors, courts, child protective services, victims, witnesses, the Depariment of Veterans Affairs, and
the Office of Personnel Management. Information provided may be used for determinations regarding judicial or
non-judicial punishment, other administrative disciplinary actions, security clearances, recruitment, retention,
placement, and other personnel actions.

DISCLOSURE: Disclosure of your SSN and other information is voluntary.
1. LOCATION 2. DATE (YYYYMMDD) 3. TIME 4. FILE NUMBER
Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), MD 20220404 0730 N/A

. AME, MIDDLE NAME 6. SSN 7. GRADE/STATUS
GG-12/DA Civilian

8. ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS
Engineering Division, Directorate of Public Works, U.S. Army Garrison, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD

9.
i . WANT TO MAKE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT UNDER OATH:
T

Al
Q: How long were you employed at the U.S. Army Garrison, Aberdeen Proving Ground? Please include months and years.
A: I have been employed at APG since May 30, 1994 for a total of 27 years and 10 months

Q: What was your official title/position and grade at the U.S. Army Garrison, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD?
A: Tam currently a GS-0802-12-7, Civil Engineering Technician

Q: What were your general duties and responsibilities related to management and/or mitigation of asbestos and other hazardous
materials? Please explain in detail.

A: Prior to 1998, 1 was assigned to the DPW asbestos Team as an asbestos worker WG-10. As such I was involved in a number of
asbestos abatement projects that were conducted by the team in support of renovations and or demolition projects funding by the
garrison. I'was also part of the team that conducted the operational testing of the asbestos conversion facility. I have held
jaccreditation as an AHERA Building Inspector, Management Planner, Project Designer and Contractor/Supervisor during my tenure
with both private sector and the government. During the past ten years or so, I have been viewed as the SME for asbestos and lead
related issues for the Design branch of Engineering Division of DPW.

Q: There have been concerns raised regarding a waterline pipe that was cut outside building E5126 non-compliantly. What is your
understanding of facts surrounding the pipe cutting incident as it relates to asbestos? Please explain in detail.

A: I 'was assigned to investigate this incident and report my findings to the Director, DPW. I interviewed individuals involved and
prepared my report based on the information obtained as a result of those interviews. I forwarded a copy of my findings to the
Investigating officer folfiifFeview and use.

Q: There have been concerns raised about an asbestos survey or hazardous material survey that was conducted in building E3330
prior to work that was being conducted after a flood? What is your understanding of any issues with the asbestos survey? Please
explain in detail.

10. EXHIBIT 11. INITIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMENT

PAGE 1 OF 2 PAGES
ADDITIONAL PAGES MUST CONTAIN THE HEADING *STATEMENT OF TAKEN AT DATED

THE BOTTOM OF EACH ADDITIONAL PAGE MUST BEAR THE INITIALS OF THE PERSON MAKING THE STA TEMENT, AND PAGE NUMBER
MUST BE INDICATED.
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stateventor MGOII  takenaT APGMD DATED 20220404

9. STATEMENT (Continued)

A: After the flooding incident, I was assigned the duties of project manager for the recovery efforts. The recovery efforts were
contracted out due to the magnitude of the damage. During the development of the SOW, I personally obtained representative
samples of floor tile and dry wall for the purposes of determining if these materials contained asbestos. After being advised that these
samples were invalid as my credentials had expired, We contracted with an outside laboratory to conduct sample collection and
analysis of these same materials. The results obtained by this outside lab mirrored the result obtained from the samples I had
collected. As a result of the laboratory report from the outside lab, the SOW was modified to incorporate the removal of the asbestos
containing floor tile and mastic from the areas affected by the flood.

Q: Was the asbestos survey conducted by an AHERA accredited and trained person?
A: Initially, No. My accreditation had expired. This is what prompted the follow-on survey and sampling

Q: What were the results of any and all asbestos surveys conducted on building E3330?
A: The resulis are detailed in the EA Engineering report sent to the investigating officer under a separate transmittal.

Q: Was the ISO provided with the asbestos survey and abatement plans on building E3330?
A: The ISO was provided with the EA Engineering survey as well as the asbestos abatement plan prepared by the contractor to
address the asbestos issues found to exist. The abatement plan and AHA’s were subsequently for to be acceptable to the ISO and the

contractor was then allowed to proceed with the project.
END OF STATEMENT

AFFIDAVIT
l_ , HAVE READ OR HAVE HAD READ TO ME THIS STATEMENT

WHICH BEGINS ON PAGE 1, AND ENDS ON PAGE 2 . { FULLY UNDERSTAND THE CONTENTS OF THE ENTIRE STATEMENT MADE
BY ME. THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. | HAVE INITIALED ALL CORRECTIONS AND HAVE INITIALED THE BOTTOM OF EACH PAGE
CONTAINING THE STATEMENT. | HAVE MADE THIS STATEMENT FREELY WITHOUT HOPE OF BENEFIT OR REWARD, WITHOUT

THREAT OF PUNISHMENT, AND WITHOUT COERCION, UNLAWFUL INFLUENW

(Signature of Person Making Statement)

WITNESSES: Subscribed and sworn to before me, a person authorized by law to

administer oaths, this 4t day of April . 2022
at A
ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS
(Typed Name of Person Administering Qath)
5U.8.C. 303
ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS (Autherity To Administer Oaths)

INITIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMENT
PAGE 2 OF 2 PAGES

APD LCv1.D1ES
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SWORN STATEMENT of (SESHEEEEE . "AKEN AT APG, MD, DATED
20220505 DA FORM 2823 (Continued) / Page 4 of 6 Pages

A: The process has evolved since award through three different COR’s and their
preferred approach. Initially, {SSH informed APSL that the submittals would be
submitted in November of 2018, reviewed during a safety meeting that the COR would
schedule prior to mobilization. During that meeting any Gov’'t comments were to be
communicated by USACE and corrected by APSL. Approximately five months later
(5/2019) it was determined that the ISO would also be commenting on the plan. This
process lasted until 9/16 when SIS he'd a meeting in the USACE office in
Edgewood Area. During the meetindiSj Sl confirmed that all plans have been
accepted except for the abatement and fall protection plan. When the second COR gl

took over, he rescinded his predecessor’s acceptance and had APSL
start the APP submittal process all over. APSL finally gained acceptance of the APP on
11/15/2019. The direction we were given by the COR was to submit individual plans per
building for the abatement and demo. This broke from our standard operating procedure
but we were just happy to get to work after a year of delays. In 5/2020 the PMO was
introduced, and we still continue working through the submittal process with USACE
and the PMO. To date, building 4035 is the remaining major submittal that | am tracking.
All other contracted facilities are either actively being worked on or are scheduled to
begin in the near future.

Q: Did All Phase submit an asbestos abatement plan for building 5112 for the original
demolition project? Who was it submitted to and when?

A: Yes, APSL submitted the site-specific plan to (S S and gained
acceptance on 1/13/2020. The day before the work began.

Q: Did All Phase submit an asbestos abatement plan for building 5114 for the original
demolition project? Who was it submitted to and when?

A: Yes, APSL submitted the site-specific plan to [ o2ining acceptance
on 1/13/2020.

Q: In late 2018, All Phase was in contract negotiations with [ . the owner of
IPS services, concerning asbestos survey and monitoring work to be perform for the
Facilities Reduction Plan FY18 contract. Do you recall discussing the acceptable
amount of asbestos? What was your interpretation acceptable amount of asbestos? Did
you or any other All Phase official indicate that the less asbestos that was found by IPS
the better the company bottom line would be?




SWORN STATEMENT of (SIS TAKEN AT APG, MD, DATED
20220505 DA FORM 2823 (Continued) / Page 5 of 6 Pages

A: Additional asbestos would generally result in additional funding for the project. The
quantity is determined by field verification performed by a licensed MDE inspector.
APSL hires a third party to perform the work and has no influence on the types or
quantity of material that the inspector finds suspect and has tested. This can be verified
by contacting [SSIE from EA Engineering who managed the performance all of
the asbestos surveys for APSL on the FY18 contract and their numerous revisions. EA
also performed several of the Gov't provided surveys and didn’t solely work for APSL.
They historically were used by APG to perform surveys which played a role in choosing
them as our second choice since IPS failed to perform and were terminated as a
subcontractor by APSL.

Q: In July 2018, All Phase solutions was involved in demolition of building E5725 and
ES5722 on Igloo Street on Edgewood area. Some concerns were raised about the
abatement of asbestos prior to the demolition? What is your understanding of the issues
surrounding the demolition of those building?

A: Both buildings were associated with an earlier contract FY14/15 that APSI, APSL’s
sister company performed from 2015 — 2019 (dates approximate). The buildings in
question were subcontracted out to Sorto Contracting. | am including the final visual
clearances performed by the owner of IPS who performed this work
according to his email on 6/21, 7/3, 7/9 & 7/12 in the year 2018. There were no issues
reported by the third-party air monitor the owner of IPS at the time of
performance. APSI knows of no issues that took place on that jobsite as it pertains to
the demolition of those facilities.

| have included the following supporting documentation:
DI =5 APSI subcontractor 5112 ACM Survey
IS s APS! Subcontractor 5112 ACM Survey with attachment
APSI Terminating (SIS 2s a subcontractor
Direction form COR to Stop Work
EISEEE =< 'SO employee inspection of 5112
as ISO employee inspection of 5112 with attachment
Eng Form 4025 B2112 Abatement Plan
APG Preparatory Meeting Agenda 12.10.19
Emails concerning at check that was mistakenly sent to SN
20190806_DPW & COR email explaining ISO issues with submittals
20190916_Partial -NTP for buildings without ACM.
20191021_2nd COR submittal history
e 20191023_2nd COR requesting APSL resubmit APP 20191112_COR informing
of -UXO funding issues. (The reason we transitioned from the buildings listed in
the partial NTP to 4035, 5112 5114, 390A etc.) 20191115_2nd COR APP
acceptance.




SWORN STATEMENT of (SIS TAKEN AT APG, MD, DATED
20220505 DA FORM 2823 (Continued) / Page 6 of 6 Pages

20191210_Meeting Minutes from Preparatory Meeting for building 4035 with
DPW, ISO, CENAB & APSL in attendance.

20200107_Building 4035 plan acceptance.

W912DR18C0056 - Building 5112 acceptance.

W912DR18C0056 - Building 5114 acceptance.

20200117_APSL addressing 5112 COR concerns from initial SN
visit to site.

ACM Cert of Final Visual E5722 - Clearance performed by (S from
IPS for building E5722.

ACM Cert of Final Visual E5725 - Clearance performed by (NS from
IPS for building E5725 Modification to E5725 site restoration to stone. (showing
compliance with MDE requirements and final acceptance of site) Invoices from
IS for the work he performed at buildings E5722 & E5725.

END OF STATEMENT







@usace.army mil>
Subject: W912DR18C0056 - APG Demolition - Bldg 5114 (UNCLASSIFIED)

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED
Hello [
Please address the following for building 5114 demolition:

1. The included photographs shows two adjacent structures to building 5114. Please provide a statement on exact
proximity of these buildings to building 5114, and whether these buildings/structure are occupied or in use.

2. Included photographs shows badly deteriorated floor tiles which at this stage looks to have a probability of either
being friable currently, or could become friable. Class | abatement may need to be considered for badly deteriorated
tiles. Please provide a statement on how these tiles will be specifically addressed.

3. Include a statement on how LBP will be handled.

Best Regards,

Industrial Hygienist, CENAB-SA
Designated Dive Coordinator (DDC)

SOHO Intranet: Blockedhttps://intranet.usace.army.mil/nad/nab/sa/pages/home.aspx

From:
Sent: Sunday, January 12, 2020 7:14 PM

To: civ UsARMY CENAB (UsA) (SIS @ us:ce.army mil>
>

Cc:
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] FW: W912DR18C0056 - APG FY 18 Demolition - Bldgs. 5112 & 5114 (1 of 2)

I hope all is well! I am forwarding this email that | sent Friday. | will send the attachments in two different emails as
together they may be too big to send. We are hoping to get started on these as soon as possible. If you have ay
questions please contact me.

Regards,

Project Manager



All Phase Services Inc.

From:
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2020 9:04 AM

To: CIV USARMY CENAB (USA
Cc: CIV (USA)
USARMY CENAB (USA)

@usace.army mil>

@usace.army.mil>;

@usace.army mil>;

Subject: W912DR18C0056 - APG FY18 Demolition - Bldgs. 5112 & 5114

We have completed the asbestos abatement at Bldg. 4035. In an effort to keep us moving forward on Monday, |
have generated two additional plans for the final two (2) buildings requiring abatement on the APG side of the
project. The abatement is minimal consisting of Transite, caulk and some floor tile. The scheduled duration for the
abatement at each building is two (2) days for each. All of the material is non-friable Cat | & I1. I will be focusing
my attention on the remaining plans over the weekend and over the next two weeks. During which | expect to have
the remaining nineteen (19) plans completed. If you have any questions or require additional information please
contact me.

Regards,

Project Manager

All Phase Services Inc.

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED
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