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based stripper (Klean-Strip® KS-3
Premium finish/paint stripper) was applied
to the contaminated coupon area.

After 45 minutes, the coating was stripped
Layeri using a plastic joint knife (Fig. 6).

The stripped coating was extracted in IPA
and a repeat wipe sample was collected

internal standard) to quantify VX and characterize the depth penetration of VX.
Top surface of core
(VX challenge and wipe sampling)

Conclusions

o

Field-application of grinding to remove contamination would likely require physical removal to a greater depth
than just the topmost 0.25” of material. Generally low total recoveries coupled with recoveries obtained from
deeper layers from one replicate sample suggest that the depths necessary for removal of the contamination
can be inconsistent and hard to predict.

o

Layer 2 cutting dust

from the stripped substrate surface. Figure 7.
Layer2 o Wipe and stripped coating extracts were Coating + Remediation of VX-contaminated painted/coated steel via a combination of solvent wiping and removal of the
Layer 3 cutting dust analyzed via LC-MS/MS to quantify VX and stripped coating yia chemica] stripping may be possible, thogghlrepeated wipes and applications of the stripper may
"Slicing" Layer 3 assess the efficacy of VX contamination from steel be required depending on the necessary decontamination level.
Progrossion Layer & cutting dust removal through removal of the + Residual VX contamination in porous materials such as wood could potentially pose contact or vapor hazards
Layerd contaminated coating. later if the VX diffuses back to the surface or if the material is cut, ground, or otherwise manipulated.
Figure 1. Saw, core sample in holder, Layer 5 cutting dust

and cutting dust collection tray.
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