QUALITY CONTROL PLAN 

8.1
QUALTIY CONTROL PLAN OBJECTIVE

The quality control objective is to achieve feasibility phase documents and services that meet or exceed customer requirements, and are consistent with Corps policies and regulations.  

8.2
GUIDELINES FOLLOWED FOR TECHNICAL REVIEW

The guidelines for ITR are set forth in the South Pacific Division Quality Management Plan, CESPD R 1110-1-8, and in the corresponding District Quality Management Plan, CESPL OM 1105-1-2, dated 25 January 2000, Quality Management Plan, Appendix A, Planning Sub-plan, Attachment H.

8.3
ROSTER OF THE CORPS PROJECT DELIVERY TEAM


[image: image1.emf]Name Assignment Phone Email Address

David Van Dorpe Project Manager 213-452-3998david.m.vandorpe@usace.army.mil

Martha Sanchez Budget Analyst 213-452-4027martha.m.sanchez@usace.army.mil

Jeff Campbell Scheduler 213-452-3977jeff.a.campbell@usace.army.mil

Sue Loo Financial Manager 213-452-3274sue.s.loo@usace.army.mil

Cathy Shuman Study Manager 213-452-3797catherine.m.shuman@usace.army.mil

Chris Sands Geotechnical Engineer 213-452-3605christopher.sands@usace.army.mil

Geologist 213-452-

Karsen Gohil Design Engineer 213-452-3647karsen.d.gohil@usace.army.mil

James Chieh Water Quality Engineer 213-452-3571shih.h.chieh@usace.army.mil

Cuong Ly Hydraulics/Hydrology Engineer213-452-3566cuong.ly@usace.army.mil

Van Crisostomo Hydraulics/Hydrology Engineer213-452-3558van.g.crisostomo@usace.army.mil

Benjamin NakayamaEconomist 213-452-3833benjamin.a.nakayama@usace.army.mil

Timothy Kennedy Environmental Coordinator 213-452-3878timothy.f.kennedy@usace.army.mil

Pam Maxwell Archaelogist 213-452-3877pamela.j.maxwell@usace.army.mil

Larry Smith Biologist 213-452-3846lawrence.j.smith@usace.army.mil

Alan Nichols Survey and Mapping 626-401-4010alan.a.nichols@usace.army.mil

John Sunshine Real Estate  213-452-3132john.w.sunshine@usace.army.mil

Juan Dominguez Cost Engineer 213-452-3737juan.a.dominguez@usace.army.mil

Patricia Bonilla Contracting 213-452-3255patricia.b.bonilla@usace.army.mil

Maricella Zamora Contracting 213-452-3250maricella.a.zamora@usace.army.mil

Mary Powers Contracting 213-452-3254mary.a.powers@usace.army.mil


8.4
TECHNICAL REVIEW TEAM MEMBERS

The first review to be performed by the review team is scheduled prior to the F2 milestone, which is about two (2) years into the study.  Approximately 4 months prior to the F3 milestone, a technical review team will be assembled.  Invariable promotions and/or job changes require this action.  However, the assembled team members will be experienced in their respective areas, sufficient to perform the review for the desired outcome as defined in guidelines.

8.5
DOCUMENTS TO BE REVIEWED AND SCHEDULE FOR REVIEW ACTIVITES

All of the products of the tasks listed in the detailed scopes of work in Chapter 4 will be subject to ITR.  Seamless Single Discipline Review will be accomplished prior to the release of materials to other members of the PDT or integrated into the overall study.  Section chiefs shall be responsible for accuracy of the computations through design checks and other internal procedures, prior to the ITR.

Independent product review will occur prior to major decision points in the planning process at the CESPD milestones so that the technical results can be relied upon in setting the course for further study.  These products would include documentation for the CESPD mandatory milestone conferences (F3 & F4), HQUSACE issue resolution conferences (AFB & IRC) and the draft and final reports.  These products shall be essentially complete before review is undertaken.  Since this quality control will have occurred prior to each milestone conference, the conference is free to address critical outstanding issues and set direction for the next step of the study, since a firm technical basis for making decisions will have already been established.  In general, the ITR will be initiated at least two week prior to a CESPD mandatory milestone conference and at least two weeks prior to the submission of documentation for a HQUSACE issue resolution conference. 

For products that are developed under contract, the contractor will be responsible for quality control through an ITR.  Quality assurance of the contractor’s quality control will be the responsibility of the district.  

8.6
DEVIATIONS FROM THE APPROVED QUALITY MANGEMENT PLAN

There are no deviations to the Quality Management Plan at this time.
8.7
COST ESTIMATE FOR QUALITY MANAGEMENT

The cost for conducting independent technical review is shown in Chapter 4.  Supervision and Administration costs as well as seamless review costs related to Quality Management are included in each individual estimate grouped by Work Breakdown Structure described in Chapter 4.  The cost for independent technical review is approximately $84,000.  The total estimated cost for Quality Management is $20,000.

8.8
PMP QUALITY CERTICATION

The Chief, Planning Division has certified that 1) the ITR process for this PMP has been completed, 2) all issues have been addressed, 3) the streamlining initiatives proposed in this PMP will result in a technically adequate product, and 4) appropriate quality control plan requirements have been adequately incorporated into this PMP.  The signed certification is included as Enclosure C.

8.9
FEASIBILITY PHASE CERTIFICATION

The documentation of the ITR shall be included with the submission of the reports to CESPD.  Documentation of the ITR shall be accompanied by a certification, indicating that the ITR process has been completed and that all technical issues have been resolved.   The certification requirement applies to all documentation that will be forwarded to either CESPD or HQUSACE for review or approval.  The Chief, Planning Division will certify the pre-conference documentation for the HQUSACE issue resolution conferences and the draft feasibility report.  The District Commander will certify the final feasibility report, which includes the signed recommendation of the District Commander.  This certification will follow the example that is included as Appendix H of the CESPD Quality Management Plan and will be signed by the Chief, Planning Division and the District Commander.
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Study Team

						Big Bear Study Team Roster

		Name				Assignment						Phone		Org Code		Email Address

		David Van Dorpe				Project Manager						213-452-3998		L1H0100		david.m.vandorpe@usace.army.mil

		Martha Sanchez				Budget Analyst						213-452-4027		L1H0200		martha.m.sanchez@usace.army.mil

		Jeff Campbell				Scheduler						213-452-3977		L1H0100		jeff.a.campbell@usace.army.mil

		Sue Loo				Financial Manager						213-452-3274				sue.s.loo@usace.army.mil

		Cathy Shuman				Study Manager						213-452-3797		L1K0210		catherine.m.shuman@usace.army.mil

		Chris Sands				Geotechnical Engineer						213-452-3605		L1L0650		christopher.sands@usace.army.mil

						Geologist						213-452-		L1L0640

		Karsen Gohil				Design Engineer						213-452-3647		L1L0210		karsen.d.gohil@usace.army.mil

		James Chieh				Water Quality Engineer						213-452-3571		L1L0840		shih.h.chieh@usace.army.mil

		Cuong Ly				Hydraulics/Hydrology Engineer						213-452-3566		L1L0840		cuong.ly@usace.army.mil

		Van Crisostomo				Hydraulics/Hydrology Engineer						213-452-3558		L1L0840		van.g.crisostomo@usace.army.mil

		Benjamin Nakayama				Economist						213-452-3833		L1K0010		benjamin.a.nakayama@usace.army.mil

		Timothy Kennedy				Environmental Coordinator						213-452-3878		L1K0310		timothy.f.kennedy@usace.army.mil

		Pam Maxwell				Archaelogist						213-452-3877		L1K0380		pamela.j.maxwell@usace.army.mil

		Larry Smith				Biologist						213-452-3846		L1K0310		lawrence.j.smith@usace.army.mil

		Alan Nichols				Survey and Mapping						626-401-4010		L1L066B		alan.a.nichols@usace.army.mil

		John Sunshine				Real Estate						213-452-3132		L1N0300		john.w.sunshine@usace.army.mil

		Juan Dominguez				Cost Engineer						213-452-3737		L1L027B		juan.a.dominguez@usace.army.mil

		Patricia Bonilla				Contracting						213-452-3255		LIP0000		patricia.b.bonilla@usace.army.mil

		Maricella Zamora				Contracting						213-452-3250		LIP0000		maricella.a.zamora@usace.army.mil

		Mary Powers				Contracting						213-452-3254		LIP0000		mary.a.powers@usace.army.mil

		Ralph Hamrick				CESWF-OD-LP						903-665-2336				bobby.r.hamrick@swf02.usace.army.mil
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Milestone Schedule

		Big Bear Updated Study Schedule

		Milestone		Description		Original Date		Revised Date

				Initiate Feasibility Study

		F2		Public Workshop/Scoping Meeting

		F3		Feasibility Scoping Meeting

		F4		Alternative Review Conference

		F4A		Alternative Formulation Briefing

		F5		Draft Feasibility Report

		F6		Final Public Meeting

		F7		Issue Resolution Conference

		F8		Final Report to SPD

		F9		DE’s Public Notice

				Chief’s Report

				Project Authorization





Issues

		BIG BEAR LAKE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION

				Document		Date

				905(b) Analysis		August-02

				PMP (original)		July-03

		ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION ISSUES

		1		Noxious aquatic weeds (Eurasian Watermilfoil) - a rooted, submerged species found in shallow water

						summer months water temperature reaches 71 degrees and higher

						milfoil benefits bass, sunfish, catfish and carp

						trout requires cold water

						rapid spread and replacement of native species, osygen depletion and recreation impairment

						on Santa Ana RWQCB 303(d) list due to milfoil

								TMDL process started in 2000

								TMDL process to be completed in 2005

						BBMWD initiated a pilot program of weed eradication in May 2002 using the chemical Sonar

				*The opportunity to eradicate watermilfoil and coontail will improve water quality, lake environment and recreation opportunities.

		2		Phosphorus and Nutrients

						largest load from Rathbun Creek, which contributes 4.5% of surface inflow

						>35% phosphorus and >29% nitrogen inflows

						causes algae bloom, aquatic weed growth and fish kills

				*The opportunity to remove phosphorus and nutrients, improving water quality by removing sediment from lake or chemically binding phosphorus with calcium or aluminum.

		3		Creeks

						high flows remove vegetation and deposits them into the lake

				*The opportunity to establish integrated streambank erosion control with native plant species restoration.

		4		Stanfield Marsh Wildlife and Waterfowl Habitat Improvement Project

						located east of the Stanfield cutoff highway

						designated in 1982 for enhanced habitat = wetlands for migratory waterfowl

						water is transferred to and from the marsh and Big Bear lake

						sediment is moved west to east and by wave action filling edges of the marsh

						water levels reduce the area for habitat

				*The opportunity to restore marsh and wetlands by migrating birds of the Pacific Flyway.

						levees from sewage ponds have been excavated, and filled with sand for an island, trench around it

		5		Lake Fish (9) - trout, silver salmon, largmouth bass, smallmouth bass, channel catfish, bluegill, pumpkinseed, crappie and carp

				*The opportunity to restore and increase populations of cold water naturalized fish species to replace carp.

		6		Shoreline Erosion

						loss of native vegetation, especially on west and north facing beaches

						public and private property loss

				*The opportunity to restore native shoreline vegetation, including wetlands and marshes.

		7		Rathbun Meadow

						losing endangered plant species around perimeter of the meadow

						environmental restoration of meadow, perhaps with a low flow channel and passive recreation.

		SEDIMENT & EROSION ISSUES

		1		Creek Erosion - area has steep-sided washes

						sediment is washed downstream into Big Bear Lake

						sediment tends to backup against private property

						most creeks have minimal vegetation

				*The opportunity to reduce sediment, nutrient and phosphorus, and vegetation flow into lake.

		2		Lake

						an estimated 5.5-6 million cy of sediment in the 5 bays

						an estimated 10-14 million cy of sediment into lake, reducing storage capacity

						wind and wave action has carried sediment to the east end of the lake at Stanfield marsh

						an estimated 550,000 cy has been excavated and used as fill for nearby construction projects

				*The opportunity to implement erosion control projects, sediment basins, utilizing native plant species. Measures such as realignment of creeks to slow flow and sediment trapping basins could improve habitat along the creeks.





Measures

		MEASURES TO ADDRESS

		ALTERNATIVES

		1		No Action

		2		Dredging of Sediment from Lake and Disposal

						dredge lake bottom and local bays where sediment inflows from creeks

						estimated 5 million cy removed from bays

						estimated 6-8 million cubic yards removed from lake

						sediments contain phosphorus and nutrients

						historically, excavated materials used as fill or disposed in local landfill (now closed)

				Issues

				1		How to remove sediment? (hydraulic suction or mechanical means, wet or dry, prioritize areas, cost, amt. Of water required for suction and pumping, permits, viable sites, and environmental impacts)

				2		Potential contractor use, share in transportation costs? (minimal interest, too much to be disposed)

				3		Lower water level 10 feet for better access to sediment (sediment is dry, lower cost to transport)

				4		Staging area required (public relations issue), double handling and hauling

				Problems-only a temporary solution

				1		Increase in turbidity

				2		Need soil samples to see if impacted, maybe encapsulated

				3		If soil is contaminated (heavy metals), will be more difficult to dispose

				4		May encounter prohibitive cobbles/boulders, would need sampling

				5		Bank and Shoreline stabilization through erosion control

				Sediment Disposal Options

				1		Over the dam

								hydraulically pump sediment over dam in a slurry into Bear Creek

								removes sediment from Big Bear Lake, increases water capacity

								possible environmental impacts downstream (habitat)

								loss of water from the lake for the slurry

								*Probably no local support, takes years to remove, impacts downstream habitat

				2		Relocate to Seven Oaks Borrow Area

								dispose sediment in borrow areas created from Seven Oaks Dam

								no benefits from sediment reuse

								requires staging area, double handling and hauling

								impacts to kangaroo-rat habitat

								trucks used for hauling would impact local roads, seasonal road closure

				3		Conveyor Belt to Seven Oaks

								transport sediment to Seven Oaks Dam by conveyor

								environmental impacts

								requires road for access

								*high maintenance, not really feasible

				4		Return Sediment Back to the Source

								pumping or hauling sediment to USFS land surrounding lake

								only a temporary solution, sediments would flow back down to the lake

								environmental impacts

								*hard to manage access and durmping areas for 11-13 million cy

				5		Island

								dredge and build an island in the middle of the lake

								would increase depth of lake, with minimal loss of water

								would create habitat for species impacted by predators, also creating edge wetlands

								island off-limits to humans

								Problems: hard to stabilize fill, shallow slope creating weed problem, ring structure cost, containment by sheet pile, rock/gravel in sediment, reduction of lake surface recreation, contaminants in sediment exposed into water, temporary increase in turbid

								estimated 5 million cy for creation of an island with an above water surface area of approx. 1,000 sf.

								additional 6-8 million cy of sediment left over

				6		Build a Peninsula

								create new peninsula into lake

								predators could reach this area

								could reduce shoreline erosion depending on placement/location

								Negative impacts such as an island, additional problems include human access, taking privately owned shoreline.

								allows for mechanical means of moving sediment and placement of riprap

				7		Rock Quarry

								utilize rock quarry north of lake (on FS land)

								would need two sides constructed to contain sediment

								one-way access, back road would also be utilized

								potential environmental impacts including noise and truck pollution

				8		Wetland Ponds at Baldwin Lake

								create series of wetland ponds within Baldwin Lake to polish treated water before water flows into Big Bear Lake

								reclaimed water plant is currently pumping 2-2.2 millio gpd to Lucerne Valley-5 yr agree.

						Issues: water rights, evaporation, percolation, tapping into Big Bear Lake reserves (no rights), cost to pump, potential impacts to endangered species, one major horse stable (nutrients in runoff), public education of reclaimed water through wetland ponds

				9		Stanfield Cutoff

								use dredged material to widen the two-lane road for safety and recreation

								widening would create parking and marsh/nature perserve overlook

								bank stabilization required and utilize cobbles and boulders from dreadged areas

								scale maybe too small unless incorporated into another aspect of lake mgmt.

								BBMWD has plan for widening road and create recreation/educational aspects w/kiosks

				10		Rebuild Shoreline

								use dredged material to replace eroded property, especially west and north shorelines

								use native plant species, requires minimal amounts of material

								may not be beneficial unless incorporated with a another larger project

								some local bay sediment could be used

				11		Landfill Cap

								county has expressed interest in using 180,000 cy of sediment to cap the local landfill

								sediment would be moved from the east end of the lake and truced to the landfill

				12		Island in Local Bays






