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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Design Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan (DQAP) was prepared as part of Contract Task Order
(CTO) No. 0099, under the Comprehensive Long-Term Environmental Action Navy (CLEAN) Contract
Number N62472-90-D-1298. This DQDP was prepared under Subtask 1.1 of CTO 0099. This DQAP will be
used by HALLIBURTON NUS Corporation (Halliburton NUS) during the performance of the engineering and
design services for interim removal action at the Site 8 - Nitroglycerin Plant Office (Site 8), at the Indian Head
Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) in Indian Head, Maryland.

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

Site 8 - Nitroglycerin Plant Office (Site 8) consists of the following: Building 766, a 3-inch drain pipe from
Building 766 to a manhole (Manhole A), a concrete pipe that conveys water from Manhole A under railroad
tracks to a stream, approximately 1,300 feet of stream (upper, middle, and lower sections) and a
marsh/pond area. The marsh/pond area is approximately 700 feet long and 200 feet wide; it includes both

a marsh and open water area. The pond outlets through a culvert under Noble Road and into Mattawoman
Creek.

Building 766 was constructed in 1953 and was originally the Nitroglycerin (NG) Plant Office and Nitroglycerin
(NG) Plant laboratory. It is no longer the NG Plant Office; it was recently renovated and the entire building
is now a laboratory. From 1953 to 1981, mercury, used in laboratory tests in Building 766, was inadvertently

disposed through drains and discharged into Site 8. Since 1981, the drains have been sealed and the
practice discontinued.

Beginning in 1992, Halliburton NUS performed (under CLEAN CTO 0064) sampling and analysis work to
determine the nature and extent of mercury contamination at Site 8. The results of that work were
summarized in a Site Characterization Report (Halliburton NUS, January 1993). The Report concluded that
sediment/soil in the upper section of stream was contaminated with mercury. This information was also
used to perform an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA). The subsequent EE/CA Report
(Halliburton NUS, January 1993) identified an interim removal action to address mercury contamination in
the upper section of stream. The proposed removal action included excavation and removal of mercury
contaminated sediments/soil from the Upper Section of Stream.
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The objective of the proposed removal action is to remove mercury contaminated sediment/soil from the

Upper Section of Stream in order to prevent downstream migration and potential adverse environmental

impacts. In order to achieve the objective, contaminated sediment/soil from the Upper Section of Stream -

was proposed to be excavated, stabilized (as necessary), placed in an embankment onsite {(where it will

present a decreased risk to the environment), and covered with soil.

Following the Navy's acceptance of the proposed interim removal action, Halliburton NUS proposed an
Implementation Plan (Halliburton NUS, March 1993) to define the scope of work, estimated budget, and
project schedule necessary for Halliburton NUS to perform the work described in the Statement of Work
issued by the Government on January 6, 1993, and as discussed during a project meeting between
Halliburton NUS and the Navy on January 26, 1993. The Design Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan
(DQAP) is a requirement of the proposed scope of work from the Implementation Plan which was developed
in accordance with the "Guide for Architectural /Engineering Firms Performing Services for the Chesapeake

Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command," April 1990 Revision.
1.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The objective of this DQAP is to present the procedures that will be implemented to ensure that the project
drawings, specifications, cost estimates and design documents have been fully reviewed, checked, and
coordinated with all disciplines involved in the design process. These procedures include an ongoing quality
process during development of the project, Halliburton NUS project reviews, and Navy Reviews. Halliburton
NUS project reviews will include Internal Design Reviews performed by a senior member of the design team
and by independent in-house Quality Assurance/Quality Control personnel. To enable consistent and
thorough QA/QC reviews, checklists are provided for review of drawings and specifications as well as to
provide adequate documentation of the reviews to the Navy. These checklists are included in Appendix A

of this report.

1.3 DESIGN QUALITY ASSURANCE/QUALITY CONTROL PLAN ORGANIZATION

This DQAP consists of the following:

. Section 1.0 - Introduction
° Section 2.0 - Management Approach
° Section 3.0 - Design Quality Assurance Process

R-49-4-93-10 1-2
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° Section 4.0 - Project Documentation
° Appendix A - Review Checklists

Section 1.0 is a brief introduction. Section 2.0 provides a description of the management
approach, key personnel, independent quality assurance personnel, and subcontractors.
Section 3.0 presents the design quality assurance process, including the design review
requirements. Section 4.0 identifies project documentation for verification that the
quality assurance process is followed. Appendix A presents specific checklists that will
be used to help provide for consistent and thorough reviews.

R-49-4-93-10 1-3



2.0 MANAGEMENT APPROACH

Halliburton NUS will provide both program and project management support to this project.

2.1 CLEAN PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Halliburton NUS CLEAN program management staff that are involved with the overall performance of CTO
assignments include:

. John Trepanowski - Program Manager (215)971-0900

° Debra Wroblewski - Deputy Program Manager (412) 921-7090

* Patricia Patton - Contracting Officer (301) 258-8644

° Debra Scheib - Analytical Quality Assurance Manager (412) 921-8876
. Matt Soltis - Health and Safety Manager (412) 921-7090

Halliburton NUS program management staff are responsible for overseeing all technical and administrative
activities for individual projects.

2.2 PROJECT ORGANIZATION

The Halliburton NUS Project Manager, Anthony P. Klimek, P.E., will be responsible for the day-to-day
management of this assignment and the overall quality of the project. He will be responsible for assuring
that the QA/QC procedures contained in this DQAP are implemented and for communication of important

decisions and developments to project participants. He will be the primary liaison with the Navy Technical
Point of Contact, Ms. Angelica Y. Lower, P.E.

The project organization chart for this project is shown on Figure 2-1. As shown in that figure, Mr. Klimek
will be assisted on this project by the necessary engineer and technical personnel to perform this project.
The organization chart only presents project-specific personnel; CLEAN program management staff
previously described will oversee the overall project and provide program management support.
Responsibilities of the key project personnel are discussed below.
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Project Manager. The Project Manager assigned to this CTO is Mr. Anthony P. Klimek, P.E. He is located

in the Halliburton NUS Pittsburgh office. Mr. Klimek is a registered professional engineer in Maryland and
has more than 12 years of experience on civil and environmental engineering projects. He was the project
manager for CTO 0064; the Site Characterization Study, EE/CA Report, and Biomonitoring Program were
developed under CTO 0064. Mr. Klimek will be responsible for overseeing the development of the design
and will be the senior project design team member that provides QA/QC reviews.

Design QA/QC Officer. The Design QA/QC Officer will be Mr. Willis Isner, P.E. Mr. Isner is a registered

engineer in Maryland and has more than 30 years of experience on civil and environmental engineering
projects. He has managed other environmental design projects including a recent design project under the
CLEAN contract. Mr. Isner will perform independent QA/QC reviews of the project at the 35 percent design,
100 percent design and construction document phases. He will be independent of the design team and will

perform his reviews prior to submission to the Navy.

Analytical QA/QC Manager. Ms. Deborah Scheib is the CLEAN QA Manager. Ms. Scheib has overall

QA/QC responsibility for laboratory analytical work on all CLEAN projects. She will oversee the review of

all laboratory data generated during the performance of this assignment. Analytical work will be performed
under both Subtask 1.2 Placement and Treatability Study and Subtask 3.5 Post Removal Verification
Sampling and Analysis.

2.3 SUBCONTRACTORS

Surveying and analytical laboratory subcontractors will be used to implement the proposed scope of work.
As shown on Figure 2-1, Halliburton NUS will use GP Environmental Services (GPES) to provide laboratory
analysis for this assignment. GPES performed analytical work for CTO 0064 and will be used for this
assignment in order to provide project continuity. Through a subcontract, Greenhorne and O’'mara will

provide surveying and mapping for this assignment.

R-49-4-93-10 2-2
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FIGURE 2-1

PROJECT ORGANIZATION CHART

A. Klimek, P.E.

. Design - W. Isner, P.E.
M. Soltis, CIH Analytical - D. Scheib

Design - R. Simcik

Treatability Lab Specs - T. Riley Geologists
CADD - M. Jonnet
Support Staff
® CADD Operators ® Field Samplers ® Risk Assessors
o Designers ® Technicians o Word Processors
e Civil Engineers @ Chemists/Validators ® Env. Engineers
Subcontractors

e Analytical Laboratory-

e Surveying & Mapping-
GP Environmental Services

Greenhorne & O’Mara
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3.0 DESIGN QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM

3.1 DESIGN PROCESS

Halliburton NUS will implement the project in accordance with the Project Implementation Plan. The

proposed project will be performed in a logical and methodical manner through the following tasks and
subtasks.

. Task 1 - Engineering Services
- Subtask 1.1 - Design Quality Assurance Plan
- Subtask 1.2 - Sediment/Soil Placement and Treatability Study
Subtask 1.3 - Surveying and Mapping
- Subtask 1.4 - Environmental Permits Report
- Subtask 1.5 - Disposal Area Review
- Subtask 1.6 - Sediment and Erosion Control Plan
- Subtask 1.7 - Stormwater Management Report
- Subtask 1.8 - Conferences

° Task 2 - Design Services
- Subtask 2.1 - Design Development (35 Percent)
- Subtask 2.2 - Final Design (100 Percent)
- Subtask 2.3 - Final Submission

. Task 3 - Post Construction Award Services (PCAS)
- Subtask 3.1 - Post Removal Verification Sampling Plan
- Subtask 3.2 - Procurement Assistance
- Subtask 3.3 - Consultation Services
- Subtask 3.4 - Construction Inspection
- Subtask 3.5 - Post Removal Verification Sampling and Analysis

- Subtask 3.6 - Post Removal Action Report

R-49-4-93-10 3-1




Halliburton NUS will perform the design of this project in a logical manner. The design
process is shown on Figure 3-1. Quality Assurance/Quality Control will be incorporated into the project

through the following:

] Design Process
e Indenendent Degian Reviews
o I\J\JPVI AV I l’\l\llsll T YiILYYD
3.2 DESIGN PROCESS

The Haltliburton NUS project manager will maintain close communications with both the Navy Technical
Project Manager (TPM) and the Halliburton NUS project team during the design phase. Direction and

comments received from the Navy TPM will be incorporated into the design as it is developed.

Halliburton NUS places an emphasis on doing work correctly the first time. In this regard, Halliburton NUS
will utilize experienced, qualified personnel on the project design team to perform the actual work. The
Halliburton NUS project manager will provide day-to-day coordination and direction and provide an internal
project team QA/QC review at critical project stages. Therefore, the project team will prepare a quality
design as part of the design process.

3.3 INDEPENDENT DESIGN REVIEWS

Halliburton NUS will perform independent QA /QC reviews during the design work. The independent QA/QC
reviews will be performed by the assigned design QA/QC personnel at critical phases of the project
(35 percent, 100 percent, and construction document phase). The purpose of the independent reviews is
to provide "third party” comments on the project drawings and specifications. The independent reviewer
will utilize the checklists attached in Appendix A and will perform reviews of the design documents for
content, continuity, and accuracy. By utilizing an independent reviewer, a more thorough and unbiased
Quality Assurance review will be achieved. The independent QA/QC reviews will be performed and the

review comments addressed in the design document prior to submission to the Navy.
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FIGURE 3-1
DESIGN PROCESS

Task 1
Predesign/Engineering

A

Subtask 2.1
Design Development
(35% Design)

Halliburton NUS
Independent QA/QC Review

A

35% Design
Navy Review
R

Subtask 2.2
Final Design
(100% Design)

Halliburton NUS
Independent QA/QC Review

A 4

100% Design
Navy Review

4

Subtask 2.3
Final Submission

Halliburton NUS
Independent QA/QC Review

FINAL SUBMISSION
TO NAVY
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4.0 PROJECT DOCUMENTATION

Halliburton NUS will perform internal QA/QC reviews. These reviews will be documented through the use
of the checklists in Appendix A and documentation will be kept in a project design file. They will be
provided to the Navy if requested. In addition to Halliburton NUS's internal reviews, marked up
specifications and drawings will be provided to the Navy with the following submission (Navy markups of

the 35 percent submission will be included with the 100 percent submission etc.).

R-49-4-93-10
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APPENDIX A - REVIEW FORMS

D-1 GENERAL DESIGN REVIEW FORM
RR-1 RECORD OF DESIGN REVIEW FORM

ES-1 EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN REVIEW FORM




FORM D-1
GENERAL DESIGN REVIEW FORM

Client/Site:

Project: Project No:

Reviewer: Review Date:

Submission Level:

Information Reviewed:

NO. ITEM STATUS/COMMENT

G1. | Do plans and specifications conform to scope of work and/or
Owner's standards?.

G2. [ Is the Owner’s prime contract identified in the documents or
transmittal?

G3. | Are the limits of the contractor's and owner's responsibility
clearly defined?

a. Owner furnished - contractor installed equipment or
materials

b. Owner furnished - owner installed equipment or
materials

C. Contractor furnished - contractor installed equipment
or materials

d. Who furnishes and pays for electricity, water, etc.

G4. | Do numbers (elevations, dimensions, tests) in report agree with
figures, tables and plans?

G5. | Is Professional Engineer’s seal required and provided?

G6. | Have drawings and specs been checked for "safety" in design?

G7. | Have comments provided by Owner been incorporated or
appropriate response provided as to why they are not
included?

S1. | Are specifications clearly non-proprietary unless authorized in
writing to be otherwise? i.e, at least two manufacturers
and/or equal.

S2. | Have all technical provisions of the specifications been
checked against the drawings? Is the terminology used on the
drawing and within the various specification sections
consistent? . :

S3. | Are the applicable codes and specifications utilized and
referenced?

S4. |Is the Table of Contents correct and does it conform to
paragraphs in the text?

$5. | If required, has the SPECSINTACT system been used in
accordance with MIL-HDBK-1006/2A, Appendix E?




FORM D-1

GENERAL DESIGN REVIEW FORM

PAGE TWO

NO. ITEM STATUS/COMMENT

S6. | Have the specifications been proofread after typing?

D1. | Has index of drawings been carefully cross checked with the
title of each sheet?

D2. | Does the title of the drawings correspond with the title of the
specifications?

D3. | Is the title block complete on each sheet?

D4. | Has design between disciplines been coordinated?

D5. | Do drawings contain proper scales and dimensions?

D6. | Are related views and details properly referenced?

D7. | Have all drawings and views been properly oriented by north
arrow or section bubble?

D8. | Have design decisions and calculations been filed? Design
criteria should be included as well as all decisions and
calculations. Each should be signed and dated by the
designer and by the checker when appropriate. Each entry
should be securely fastened in the folder as this is the principal
project design file.

D9. | Have drawings and been checked against basic criteria and
outline specifications? Have comments from previous reviews
(Owner and Halliburton NUS been addressed)?

D10. | If graphic scales are used, have they been indicated on all
applicable drawings?

D11. | Are the terminology and abbreviations consistent with the
specifications and abbreviation list and/or standards (ANSI)
etc.)?

D12. | Are all drawings complete and understandable?

D13. | Do drawings show underground utilities without conflicts?

D14. | Verify that cross-referenced specification sections-exists.

D15. | Verify on site plans that all existing and new work is clearly
indicated.

01 | Other Comments:




(1) Unit/Discipline:

FORM RR-1
RECORD OR DESIGN REVIEW FORM

Product Title/Report Number:

Author
Project Number/Task Number:’
Product Revision Status: ___Original ___Draft Revision No.
(2) Project Manager:
Reviewer Assignment(s):
M 3)
@ Q]
Review Completion Due By:
(3) Review Comments: On Attachment See Bwlow
Reviewer (1).
/ /
Signature Date
Reviewer (2):
/ /
Signature Date
Reviewer (3).
/ /
Signature Date
Reviewer (4).
/ /
N Signature Date
(4) Author Comment Requisition Completed:
Signature Date
(5) Project Manager Review/Approval:
Signature Date
(6) Other Review/Approval If Required:
Signature Date




FORM ES-1

EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN REVIEW FORM

Client/Site:
Project: Project No:
Reviewer: Review Date:
Submission Level:
Information Reviewed:
NO. ITEM STATUS/COMMENT

1. | Has plan been developed in accordance with state and/or
local erosion and sediment control programs?

2. | Have the soil limitations and other conditions such as
topography, natural drainage, geology, and accessibility been
evaluated with regard to the project area?

3. | Is the project compatible with the site conditions?

4. | Does the development plan minimize disturbing existing site
conditions and provide for erosion and sediment control
measures adequately?

5. | Is the duration of exposure of disturbed and unprotected areas
limited to areas of workable size? Have all appropriate
conservation practices been applied on the first disturbed
section of land before the next section is opened?

6. | Have areas of stockpiled material been protected with mulch or
temporary vegetation?

7. | Have structural measures been identified to control runoff in
areas where runoff has been diverted or conveyed?

8. | Have debris basins and other appropriate erosion and
sediment control structures been specified or indicated on the
drawings to be installed prior to or during the first phase of
land grading?

9. | Have the seeding and muiching of debris basins, diversions,
waterways, and related structures, immediately after they are
built, been specified or indicated on the drawings?

10. | Has stormwater management been addressed?
11 | Have inlets of storm sewers below high silt-producing areas
been protected by employing sediment traps?

S .
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FORM ES-1
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN REVIEW FORM
PAGE TWO

NO. ITEM

STATUS/COMMENT

12. | Have graded areas which may otherwise be exposed for a
period greater than 30 days before permanent stabilization can
be achieved been specified or noted on the drawings to
become established with temporary cover by seeding and/or

muiching?

13. | Have all streets and parking areas been specified or noted on
the drawings to be stabilized with a base coarse-crushed stone

within 30 days of final grading?

14. | Do specifications adequately describe all temporary erosion
control practices including maintenance intervals and disposal

technigues for sedimentation ponds?

15. | Do proposed erosion control devices restrict work areas,
storage or stockpile areas, access to portions of the site or

interfere with final grading or drainage systems?

16. | Are symbols used on erosion control sheets adequately

explained on a legend?

17. | Do limits of work and property lines correspond to those

indicated on the grading plan and dimensional layout?

18. | Has all drainage leaving the job site been properly controlled

including water diverted to existing storm drains?

19. | Have suitable stockpile areas, equipment storage areas and
construction exits been indicated on the erosion control plans?

20. | Have all temporary slopes been adequately protected by
appropriate measures and have all control measures been

specified?

21. | Do specifications indicate responsible parties for permits,

licenses, inspection and schedules as required?

22. | Does erosion control sheet show bench marks, a north arrow

and a graphic scale?

23. | Do plans indicate flow plains if applicable?

24, | Have provisions been made for discharge of water from

excavations and from dewatering systems?

25. | Are sediment basins protected by fences?
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