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1. Section
1 ONE
Introduction
1.1 PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN ORGANIZATION

On behalf of the General Services Administration National Capital Region (GSA-NCR), the current owner of the subject property, URS Group, Inc. (URS), f.k.a., URS Greiner Woodward Clyde Federal Services, Inc. has prepared this Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Investigation (RFI) Project Management Plan (PMP).  Prior to a corporate merger in 1998, URSoperated as environmental consultant to GSA under the former company name, Woodward-Clyde Federal Services (WCFS).

Field and laboratory analytical data collected during RFI field activities will be used to conduct an assessment of the increased risks posed by site contaminants in soil and groundwater to human health.  A comprehensive description of the technical approach used in conducting the RFI, the RFI schedule, and key personnel involved with this RFI is detailed in the following sections of this PMP. Section 2 describes the overall management approach, and Section 3 describes the technical approach for conducting this RFI.  Section 4 presents a preliminary schedule for conducting the RFI and Section 5 describes responsibilities and qualifications of key personnel who will be involved in the RFI.  Section 6 includes references used in preparing this PMP and Section 7 presents a list of acronyms.

1.2 project management plan objective

The overall objectives of this PMP are to describe the management and technical approach to be used in conducting the RFI, present a project schedule, and describe qualifications of key personnel performing or directing the RFI.  The RFI is being performed in accordance with the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Final Administrative Order on Consent (CO), Docket Number RCRA-III-019AM, dated August 2, 1999.  Specifically, this document is intended to meet criteria specified in Section VI, paragraphs 27 and 28 and Attachment A, Task II, Paragraph A. of the CO.

1.3 RFI workplan organization

This PMP is one of five documents that comprise the SEFC RFI Workplan.  The four companion documents, or Workplan Sections, are as follows:

· Data Collection Quality Assurance Plan (DCQAP), presented in two parts: Part 1 – Field Sampling Plan (FSP) and Part 2 – Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP),

· Data Management Plan (DMP),

· Community Relations Plan (CRP), and

· Health and Safety Plan (HSP).

1.4 facility background

A comprehensive summary of known environmental conditions at the Southeast Federal Center (SEFC) and interim measures/site stabilization (IM/SS) activities conducted and completed as of the year 2000 is included in URS’s April 16, 2001 report entitled “Description of Current Conditions and Summary of Interim Measures/Site Stabilization, Southeast Federal Center, Washington DC”, hereinafter referred to as the DCC&IM/SS report (URS, 2001a).  Supplemental information on previously undocumented buildings and areas is presented in URS’s “Use History and Proposed Investigation of Previously Undocumented Buildings and Areas,” hereinafter referred to as the SI report, (URS, 2001b).

1.4.1 Site Description

The SEFC is a 55.3-acre site located along the Anacostia River in the southeast quadrant of Washington, DC.  The site is bounded to the north by M Street, SE, to the east by the Washington Navy Yard (WNY), and on the south by the Anacostia River.  The western border of the site, south of N Place, SE, is formed by the Washington, DC Sewage Pumping Station and north of N Place, SE, by First Street, SE.

The site consists primarily of buildings and paved surfaces used for parking.  A chain link fence borders the property on the north, east and west.  A brick wall runs parallel to the fence along M Street, SE extending from 2nd Street, SE and connecting with the WNY wall.  The southern boundary of the site is formed by a concrete and timber seawall that runs along the Anacostia River.  At the time this document was prepared, the existing seawall was being replaced with a concrete and steel structure.

Almost all of the buildings that have occupied the site were originally constructed as weapons production factories and workshops.  These buildings, which ranged in size from 1,000 square feet (former Building 135) to 200,000 to 300,000 square feet (former Buildings 159 and 213), were later converted to provide a wide variety of office space for approximately 20 different Federal departments and agencies.  As part of the planned redevelopment of the site, many of these buildings have been abated and demolished.  Under current plans only eight of the more than twenty original buildings remained at the end of 1999.  The remaining structures include the following:

· Building 74 – Transportation Repair Shop:  Circa 1898 and moved to its present location in 1938, currently occupied by the Federal Protective Service and GSA and used for office and storage space.

· Building 160 – Pattern/Joiner Shop:  Circa 1917, currently vacant.

· Building 167 – Boiler Makers Shop:  Circa 1919, later converted for use as an automobile service facility, currently vacant. 

· Building 170 – Electric Sub-Station:  Circa 1919, currently vacant.

· Building 173 – Lumber Storage Shed:  Circa 1919, currently vacant.

· Building 202 - Extension to Gun Assembly Plant:  Circa 1941, currently occupied by the U.S. Park Police, used for office and storage space and a firing range.
· Building 213 – Supply House:  Circa 1944, currently occupied by National Imaging and Mapping Agency (NIMA), used for office and storage space.
· Government Printing Office Regional Facility:  Circa 1966, currently used for printing activities and as office and storage space.
1.4.2 Site History

Prior to 1800, much of the land now occupied by the SEFC was under water.  An inlet of the Anacostia River cut across the site north to M Street, SE, and an inlet or channel cut north-south across the site at 2nd Street, SE.  At the turn of the 19th Century, shipbuilding activities began at the adjacent WNY due to an impending war, the War of 1812.  In 1803, President Thomas Jefferson designated the WNY as the homeport of the U.S. Navy.  The WNY became increasingly active, with the construction of wharves, warehouses and refineries.  Later, ordnance research laboratories were added to the activities of the WNY.

The WNY experienced three major periods of growth: late 1800’s to 1902, World War I period and World War II period.  The first expansion occurred just prior to the turn of the 20th Century, when WNY activities shifted from shipbuilding to ordnance (gun mechanisms).  The expanded activities did not include the manufacture of munitions.  Following the onset of the industrial revolution, ordnance manufacturing demanded larger buildings and thus the adjacent marsh and inlet were eventually filled in.  The increasingly industrial character of the WNY resulted in the addition of electrical and railroad services.

The second and largest period of expansion occurred as a result of the enormous increase in production at the weapons plant during World War I.  By 1919, the WNY had more than doubled its size.  To accommodate wartime production needs, almost two dozen buildings were constructed.  The buildings ranged in size from small warehouses to large foundries.  During this period the WNY was capable of producing 16-inch diameter gun barrels, 43 feet long, weighing 127 tons.  A railroad system necessary to transport bulk and refined materials used in the manufacture of weapons transected the entire site.

The third period of expansion occurred due to President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s ambitions and desires to increase the power of the US Navy.  The WNY was the center for ordnance production and damaged vessel repairs during Word War II.  Following the war, the advent of missiles and electronic equipment made ordnance production activities and manufacturing buildings at the site obsolete.  All ordnance production and manufacturing ceased by 1962.

In 1963, the western portion of the WNY was transferred from the Department of the Navy to the GSA in order to develop the SEFC.  Since 1963, the SEFC has housed a variety of governmental activities and clients, including administrative offices, warehouse and storage space, laboratories and light industrial operations.  

1.4.3 RCRA Facility Investigation Program

The following is a brief description of the investigation program to be conducted at the SEFC under the CO.  A complete description of the field sampling program is included in the FSP.

Several areas of the SEFC site were identified in the DCC & IM/SS and SI as locations that required further investigation.  Each area is defined as an Area of Investigation (AOI).  Fourteen AOIs are defined for the site according to the following descriptions (refer to Figure 2-3 in the Field Sampling Plan (FSP) for AOI locations):

· AOI-BC:  Investigate further possible impacts to soil and groundwater at Blocks B and C that may have occurred as a result of past U.S. Navy use and operation of a shrinkage pit located in former Building 153 and a bridge crane runway north of former Building 153.

· AOI-BE: Investigate possible impacts to soil and groundwater that may have occurred as a result of past GSA tenant vehicle maintenance activities conducted in former Building 216 (area between Blocks B and E).

· AOI-F1:  Investigate further the extent of remaining petroleum hydrocarbon impact in soil at excavation area F1, and possible impact to groundwater.

· AOI-G:  Investigate further the extent of remaining polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) and petroleum hydrocarbon impact in soil at excavation areas G1 and G2, and possible impact to groundwater.

· AOI-H:  Investigate possible impacts to groundwater at Block H that may have occurred as a result of past U.S. Navy oil reclamation , coal storage, and scrap metal storage activities on this block.

· AOI-J:  Investigate possible impacts to soil and groundwater that may have occurred as a result of past U.S. Navy locomotive repair activities conducted in Building 74,  naval gun assembly activities conducted in Building 202, and metal finishing activities conducted in former buildings on Block J.

· AOI-K:  Investigate further the extent of remaining metals in soil at excavation area K1, possible impacts from the former bridge crane runway operation on Block K, and possible impacts to groundwater.

· AOI-M1:  Investigate further the extent of remaining Trichloroethene (TCE) in soil at excavation area M1.

· AOI-MN:  Investigate possible impacts to soil and groundwater that may have occurred as a result of past U.S. Navy industrial activities conducted in former Building 158 (the Brass Foundry), former Building 159 (the General Machine Shop), former Building 187 (the Brass Smelter), bridge crane runway operations, and remaining PCBs in soil south of Building 167 (Blocks M and N).

· AOI-N3:  Investigate further the extent of remaining Benzo(a)pyrene in soil at excavation area N3 and possible impact to groundwater, and possible impacts to soil and groundwater from U.S. Navy cleaning and bridge crane runway operations.

· AOI-O1:  Investigate possible impacts to shallow soil that may have occurred as a result of past GSA use of the area around soil excavation Area O1 as a decommissioned PCB transformer temporary storage area and the extent of remaining lead in soil adjacent to Area O1, and possible impacts to soil and groundwater from U.S. Navy bridge crane runway operations.

· AOI-O2:  Investigate possible impacts to groundwater that may have occurred as a result of past U.S. Navy industrial activities conducted in former Building 137 (the Steel Foundry on Block O).  Also, investigate further the extent of remaining petroleum hydrocarbon  in soil at excavation Area O3 and remaining  petroleum hydrocarbon and lead in soil at excavation Area O4.

· AOI SF: Investigate the extent of metals impact to soil and groundwater, if any, north of excavation areas SF-1, SF2-2, and SF2-3.

· AOI-GW:  Conduct a survey of all existing monitor wells to assess their current condition.  The presence, location, surface conditions, and well casing conditions will be investigated and evaluated as detailed in Section 2.2.10 of the FSP.  Damaged wells will either be repaired or properly abandoned if deemed unusable for the monitoring program.  Final decisions to abandon and replace, or abandon and not replace, wells will be made with the approval of the EPA.  Conduct hydraulic testing on existing and new groundwater monitoring wells (slug tests and pump tests) in order to estimate the hydraulic properties of the water bearing zones. Conduct water level monitoring simultaneously on select groundwater monitoring wells and the level of the Anacostia River, adjacent to the SEFC, to assess the interaction between the river and local groundwater discharge or recharge.  Conduct two quarters of groundwater monitoring at all site groundwater monitoring wells, including those installed under the RFI, to assess temporal variations in water levels and constituent concentrations.

2. Section 2 TWO
Overall Management Approach
The purpose of conducting this RFI is to determine the nature and extent of releases of hazardous wastes and/or hazardous constituents at or from the SEFC, identify potential receptors (populations that may be impacted by the releases), and quantify the increased risks to human health posed by the releases.  The mutual objective of the GSA and EPA in agreeing to conduct this RFI is the protection of human health through implementation of sampling, analysis, monitoring, and reporting.  While the RFI is being conducted, Interim Measures (IMs) may be implemented to mitigate or prevent potential threats to human health.

This RFI requires extensive coordination and management to avoid duplication of investigative efforts and ensure that the information collected is complete and suitable for utilization in the human health risk assessment portion of the RFI.

The CO requires the GSA to perform an RFI to determine the nature and extent of any release of hazardous wastes and/or hazardous constituents at or from the SEFC.  Given the size and complexity of historic industrial operations conducted at the SEFC, the site has been divided in AOIs for the purpose of conducting this RFI.  The concept of dividing the RFI into AOIs, based on the historic nature of industrial and commercial operations conducted in each AOI, forms the basis for management of the SEFC RFI.

The development of the AOI concept for the SEFC RFI dictates how the RFI is conducted.  The AOI concept will be the investigatory focus throughout the RFI process.  The investigation of an AOI is designed to delineate the presence of contaminants of concern (COCs) within each AOI, rather than those associated with traditional, individual, Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) since an AOI may have two or more historic SWMUs associated with it.

3. Section 3 THREE
Technical Approach
This section describes the approach the GSA and URS will follow in implementing the various technical aspects of the RFI Workplan.  The technical approach is divided into a discussion of the RFI field activities, data validation and reporting activities, and community relations activities.

3.1 rfi field activities

A companion workplan section, DCQAP – Part 1 FSP, describes in detail the planned site soil and groundwater field investigations and sample analyses to be conducted.  Figure 10-1 in the FSP presents a schedule for conducting the field activities and laboratory analyses.  The objectives of the field investigation are collect data necessary to characterize the facility environmental setting, define and characterize sources, define the nature and extent of contamination, identify potential receptors, and allow for the determination of impacts the contamination may have on human receptors.

URS intends to have a minimum of two field crews simultaneously performing most RFI field activities.  A field crew will consist of a mid-level geologist/engineer/scientist and an entry-level staff person.  The mid-level professional will direct and/or conduct the specific field investigation activity and the entry-level person will assist and perform data transcription activities.  The URS Field Investigations Team Leader will also be onsite to direct the overall investigation activities and will assume the responsibilities of the Site Health and Safety Officer, or designate those responsibilities to a qualified onsite mid-level professional.

Each field crew will be assigned responsibility for investigating a particular AOI.  To ensure continuity in data collection, to the extent feasible, field crew members assigned a particular AOI will conduct and complete all field activities associated with that particular AOI.  Also, to the extent feasible, the field crew members from a particular AOI will be involved in and will conduct the data reduction and interpretation activities associated with each of their assigned AOIs.

3.2 RFI reporting activities

The RFI reporting activities include tabulating and validating the field and laboratory data; evaluating these data in the context of environmental setting, source, and contaminant characterization; identifying potential human and ecological contaminant receptors; and discussing the results of a human health risk assessment.

3.2.1 Data Evaluation, Tabulation, and Validation

Both field and laboratory data will be evaluated, tabulated, and validated in accordance with the procedures contained in the RFI DMP, QAPP, and FSP.  All laboratory data shall be validated using the most recent EPA Region III published guidance regarding data evaluation and validation (USEPA, 1993a and 1994a).  Data collected from previous investigations will be included in the RFI data analysis regarding environmental setting, source, and contaminant characterization.  However, only data that can be validated (complete laboratory data packages that are available from GSA archives) will be used in conducting the risk assessment.  Also, prior data concerning media that have been removed from the site (e.g., a soil contamination “hot spot” was excavated and disposed of offsite) will be excluded from further data analysis and use in the risk assessment.  The data analysis activity shall include the compilation of relevant and applicable standards promulgated for the protection of human health and the environment (e.g., water quality standards, drinking water standards, soil contamination standards), a comparison of detected contaminants in each matrix to background levels, identification of possible contaminant migration pathways, identification of potential human and ecological receptors, and identification of environmental systems that may be susceptible to contamination from the site.

3.2.2 Human Health Risk Assessment

The risk evaluation will assess potential exposures to human receptors on and in the vicinity of the SEFC.  In addition, the risk evaluation will be performed to assist in the identification of areas of each AOI that may require interim or future corrective measures for future intended land uses.  The risk evaluation will be performed using EPA standard risk assessment guidance (USEPA, 1989c, 1989b, 1991a, 1991b, 1992a, 1992b, 1992c, 1993b, 1994b, 1995a, 1996a, 1996b, 1997, and 1998) and information from the scientific literature.  Commercial/industrial and residential risk screening values will be utilized, and commercial/industrial and residential exposure scenarios will be evaluated.  Although investigation objectives are specific for each AOI, the contaminants being examined in environmental media are similar.  Therefore, all RFI derived data, and previously collected data that can be validated, will be used in conducting the risk assessment.  Thus, site-wide target risk levels shall be calculated.

A tiered risk-based approach for the RFI will be employed.  The primary objectives of the tiered risk-based approach are to: 

· Ensure the protection of human health and the environment, and

· Facilitate efficient decision-making regarding the need for interim or future corrective measures.

The tiered approach allows for individual chemical constituents present at a facility undergoing investigation to be eliminated from further investigation/action by comparison of each site-specific constituent concentration to a pre-determined screening concentration level.  For a human health evaluation, if non-residential land uses (e.g., industrial or commercial) are appropriate, then screening levels based on non-residential uses will be employed or developed.  The purpose of the comparison is to support decisions for “no further investigation” or “no further action” for individual chemical constituents.  Future development plans include commercial uses and non-residential uses, thus the risk assessment shall use non-residential screening levels and goals.  The 95 percent upper confidence limit on the arithmetic mean will be calculated for each constituent analyzed for.  The lower of either the maximum concentration detected or 95 percent upper confidence limit will be used to compare to each tier’s evaluation criteria – if the value exceeds the particular tier criterion level, it will be retained for further evaluation.

The tiered risk-based screening process to be conducted for the SEFC will consist of two tiers as follows:

· Tier 1 - In Tier 1, chemical concentrations are compared to readily available conservative risk-based criteria, including EPA Region III Risk-Based Concentrations (USEPA, 1998), soil screening levels (USEPA, 1996a), or drinking water standards, whichever is most conservative.  For human health risk screening, Tier 1 will be conducted using a target increased cancer risk level of 1 x 10-6 and a target hazard index of one for non-carcinogens.

· Tier 2 - In Tier 2, the risk evaluation will consist of a site-specific risk evaluation conducted on the constituents retained from the Tier 1 evaluation.  The risk assessment may include varying degrees of sophistication (i.e., use of site-specific bioavailability factors, stochastic analysis, etc.).  For human health evaluations, the results will be compared to a target increased cancer risk level of 1 x 10-6 and a target hazard index of one for non-carcinogens.  In conducting the Tier 2 evaluation, site and vicinity background concentrations of constituents in soil and groundwater will also be considered.

3.3 Community relations activities

As discussed in the RFI CRP and section 5.10 of this PMP, the majority of community relations activities will be conducted by the GSA.  The overall objective in conducting these activities will be to keep concerned community groups and individuals informed of the RFI activities.  A complete description of the planned community relations activities is provided in the CRP.

4. Section 4 FOUR
RFI Schedule
4.1 Field activities

Figure 10-1 in the FSP presents a schedule in the form of a “Gantt Chart” for the field investigation and laboratory analyses described in the FSP.  Initial field activities are keyed to start within one week of receiving GSA’s written Notice-to-Proceed.  The duration of the field activities including mobilization, demobilization, subcontract services procurement, and laboratory analyses is about 180 work days.  This field schedule includes two quarters of groundwater monitoring.

4.2 rfi report

An RFI report will be prepared that describes the results of the facility investigation and investigation data analysis.  The report shall include results of 1) characterization of the site environmental setting (hydrogeology and soils), possible sources, and contaminants; 2) identification of potential human and ecological receptors and migration pathways; and 3) conducting a baseline human health risk assessment.

4.2.1 Draft

One original and five copies of a draft RFI Report shall be delivered to the EPA within 90 work days of completing field work associated with the second and final round of groundwater sampling as detailed in the schedule presented in the FSP.  Two additional copies of the draft report shall be delivered to the District of Columbia, Department of Health as specified in the CO.

4.2.2 Final

One original and five copies of a final RFI Report shall be delivered to the EPA within 45 work days of the GSA’s receipt of the EPA’s comments on the draft RFI Report.  The final RFI Report shall respond to the EPA’s comments received and/or include corrections of deficiencies identified by the EPA.  Two additional copies of the final RFI Report shall be delivered to the District of Columbia, Department of Health as specified in the CO.

4.2.3 Meeting and Extension of Time for Final Submittal

The GSA may request that one or more meetings be held at the EPA facility in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania to discuss the EPA’s comments on the draft RFI Report and reach a consensus on appropriate responses to those comments.  The meeting(s) would be attended by one or more GSA and URS representatives.  An extension of time for submission of the final RFI Report, as outlined in the CO, may be requested based on the volume and character of comments received and if meetings are held to discuss the comments.

4.3 progress reports

The GSA shall prepare and submit progress reports in accordance with the requirements of paragraph 43 of the CO and as detailed in Section 2.3 of the DMP.  In accordance with the CO, progress reports shall be submitted to the EPA on or before the following dates:

· Progress Report No. 1: October 1, 1999

· Progress Report No. 2: December 1, 1999

· Progress Report No. 3: February 1, 2000

· Progress Report No. 4:  May 1, 2000

· Subsequent reports: on or before the first calendar day on a quarterly basis (August, November, February, and May) until the GSA’s receipt of the EPA’s written approval of the final RFI Report

4.4 Interim measures workplans, investigation, design, construction, and reports

The EPA may require the GSA to plan and implement IMs at the SEFC during conduct of the RFI.  IMs would be required by the EPA if hazardous wastes or hazardous constituents present at the SEFC are determined to possibly present an endangerment to human health or the environment.  A schedule for submission of a workplan, conducting an investigation, designing an IM, constructing an IM, and submitting required reports would be developed for each IM requested by the EPA.  The schedule would conform to the requirements specified in the CO.

5. Section 5 FIVE
RFI Personnel Responsibilities and Qualifications
The project organization, key personnel, and supporting personnel are shown in Figure 5-1.  The project organization identifies the hierarchy and individuals who will be involved in the RFI for the SEFC.  The GSA has selected URS, through Federal Center Associates (FCA), to prepare the RFI Workplan and implement the investigation.  Presented below are the titles, roles, and responsibilities of key individuals named in Figure 5-1.  The qualifications of URS and the URS Project Manager were submitted previously by the GSA to the EPA and thus are not included in this discussion.

5.1 EPA project coordinator

The EPA Project Coordinator is responsible for overseeing the implementation of the CO from EPA’s perspective and is the EPA’s primary designated representative for the facility.  All communications between the EPA and GSA, and all documents, reports, approvals, and other correspondence concerning the RFI activities performed shall be directed through the Project Coordinators.

5.2 GSA project coordinator

The GSA Project Coordinator is responsible for overseeing the implementation of the CO from GSA’s perspective and is the GSA’s primary designated representative for the facility.  All communications between the EPA and GSA, and all documents, reports, approvals, and other correspondence concerning the RFI activities performed shall be directed through the Project Coordinators.  Preparation and submission to the EPA of RFI project status reports are the responsibility of the GSA Project Coordinator.

5.3 FCA Development Manager

FCA is the lead firm contracted by the GSA to manage the development of the SEFC.  The FCA Development Manager will be responsible for coordinating the RFI activities with the other site development activities that may be ongoing during conduct of the RFI.  URS is contracted directly with FCA for performance of environmental and geotechnical investigations at the SEFC.

5.4 URS program manager 

The URS Program Manager has overall responsibility for activities on the project and monitoring URS’s Project Manager’s activities.  The Program Manager has overall responsibility for the development of the RFI Workplan, for monitoring the quality of the technical and managerial aspects of the project, and for implementing the scope of work.  The Program Manager will support the URS Project Manager in interactions with the GSA and the EPA on regulatory and technical issues.

urs data validation

Data validation will be conducted by individuals who do not perform any other work related to this RFI so as to remain independent and objective data reviewers.  The results of the data validation effort will be reported to the URS Program Manager.  The URS Program Manager will review the results of the data validations and report findings to the URS Project Manager.

5.5 URS project manager

The URS Project Manager reports to the URS Program Manager.  The Project Manager has primary responsibility for the completion of all activities on the project, on time and within the budget.  The Project Manager is responsible for the day-to-day control of planning, scheduling, costs control, and implementation of the project, and for development of the RFI Workplan, supporting documents and other technical reports and project documents.  The Project Manager monitors all project personnel in planning, and coordinating all technical aspects of the RFI.

5.6 URS health & safety officer

The URS Health and Safety Officer (HSO) reports to the Project Manager and works directly with other project personnel.  The HSO has the responsibility to monitor and verify that the work is performed in accordance with the RFI HSP.  The HSO will advise the Project Manager regarding health and safety issues, but will function independently of the Project Manager.  The HSO will also designate and oversee the activities of the Site HSO (SHSO).

The SHSO monitors all site activities and is responsible for the implementation of the HSP.  The SHSO works with the Project Manager to ensure overall compliance with the HSP. A detailed description of the responsibilities of the HSO and SHSO are presented in the RFI HSP.

5.7 Urs senior technical reviewer

Peer reviews will be conducted, or coordinated through, the URS Senior Technical Reviewer.  The Senior Technical reviewer will assure that the quality of services is in accordance with the standards of the profession, and that the project objectives are achieved.  Peer reviews will be completed prior to submission of the results of work or technical recommendations to the GSA and the EPA.  Upon completion of a peer review, the Senior Technical Reviewer or designated peer reviewer will discuss their comments with the author/originator and any significant issues concerning the quality of the work reviewed will be resolved.  The peer review process will be documented in writing through use of a URS Peer Review Documentation form.

5.8 urs data management and quality assurnace officer

The URS Data Management and Quality Assurance Officer will be responsible for all quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) aspects of the SEFC RFI.  The person will be responsible for ensuring that all required QA/QC protocols are met in the field, office, and laboratory, and for overseeing the implementation of the QAPP requirements.  In addition, the officer will be responsible for ensuring that internal system and/or performance audits are conducted as necessary, and will oversee the data validation process.  The officer will report directly to the URS Project Manager.

5.9 URS Field investigations team leader

The URS Field Investigations Team Leader is appointed by the URS Project Manager and will be responsible for coordinating all field activities.  The Field Team Leader is responsible for scheduling and overseeing contractors such as drillers and other URS project field staff.  The leader will also work with the URS Data Management and Quality Assurance Officer to ensure accomplishment of all objectives of the FSP and QAPP, as they pertain to field activities.

5.10 urs risk assessment, remedial design, and community relations technical leaders

A senior technical discipline leader will be appointed by the URS Project Manager to lead the human health risk assessment task of the RFI Report.  The person will be responsible for coordinating all aspects of conducting the human health risk assessment and shall ensure it is conducted in accordance with current state of the practice assumptions and techniques.

If the need arises to develop, design, and implement one or more IMs, the URS Project Manager designated URS Design Technical Leader will be responsible for the technical effort.

The GSA will conduct most of the work associated with implementing and maintaining the RFI community relations program as described in the CRP.  If the need arises, a designated senior Community Relations Specialist and supporting staff shall assist the GSA in the community relations effort.

5.11 urs subcontract drilling services

The firm, or firms, contracted by URS to perform the soil borings and groundwater monitoring well installation will be licensed in either the State of Maryland or Commonwealth of Virginia as a well driller.  Drilling personnel will have received safety and health training in accordance with the requirements of the RFI HSP.  All site activities conducted by drilling firm personnel will be supervised by URS field personnel.

5.12 urs subcontract laboratory services

The firm, or firms, contracted by URS to perform the laboratory sample analyses will be accredited or certified to perform chemical testing in either the State of Maryland or Commonwealth of Virginia.  Further, they will have demonstrated either through past experience with URS, or through submittal of references, that they have performed the analyses required in strict accordance with EPA SW-846 methodologies and are capable of producing and delivering a complete data package for subsequent data review and validation.

6. Section 6 SIX
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7. Section 7 SEVEN
List of Acronyms
AOI
Area of Investigation

CO
Consent Order

COC
Contaminant of Concern

CRP
Community Relations Plan

DCC
Description of Current Conditions

DCQAP 
Data Collection Quality Assurance Plan 

DMP
Data Management Plan

EPA
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FSP 
Field Sampling Plan

GSA
United States General Services Administration

HSP
Health and Safety Plan

IM/SS
Interim Measure/Site Stabilization

NCR
National Capital Region

NIMA
National Imaging and Mapping Agency

PCB
Polychlorinated Biphenyl

PMP
Project Management Plan

QAPP
Quality Assurance Project Plan

QA/QC
Quality Assurance/Quality Control

RCRA
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RFI
RCRA Facility Investigation

SEFC
Southeast Federal Center

SI
Use History and Proposed Investigation of Previously Undocumented Buildings and Areas

SOP
Standard Operating Procedure

SWMU
Solid Waste Management Unit

TCE
Trichloroethene

URS
URS Group, Inc.

WCFS
Woodward Clyde Federal Services

WNY
Washington Navy Yard
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