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Executive Summary

The Annual Quality Assurance (QA) Report to the Secretary of the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (department or DEP) summarizes QA activities of department programs and evaluates the
effectiveness of DEP’s QA Directive (DEP 972) for each calendar year. Revised in 2016, the QA Directive
provides internal department QA policy and outlines the areas of staff responsibility for ensuring the
quality of data used by the department. The QA Directive describes how the department will implement
the requirements in the QA Rules (Chapter 62-160, Florida Administrative Code) through a distributed
approach in which department work units develop and maintain a quality system with clear QA
objectives for data they generate or use. This report details the QA efforts and accomplishments made
by staff throughout the department in 2017, and identifies areas for improvement needed to meet QA
management responsibilities outlined in the QA Directive.

Although all department reporting units operate under a common QA Rule Chapter and QA Directive,
we have learned through the evolution of this report that an accurate evaluation of QA activities must
be tailored to individual reporting units. Attempts to compare QA activities of work units using
department-wide performance criteria have not proved sufficiently informative or useful for process
improvement. For the 2017 Annual QA Report, Division of Envrionmental Assessment and Restoration
(DEAR) QA staff in the Aquatic Ecology and Quality Assurance Section (AEQAS) collected information
from programs via written surveys and personal communication with staff to assess the status of the
quality system for each program or reporting unit. DEAR staff received information from 42 reporting
units, and organized the information by three areas of the agency for the 2017 report: Regulatory
Programs, Ecosystems Restoration, and Lands and Recreation. Department programs provided an
accounting of tasks completed in 2017 in four QA categories that address one or more department
policies and areas of responsibility outlined in the Directive. These categories are: 1) data quality
objectives; 2) training; 3) audits; and 4) data repositories.

Nearly all department programs and districts reported on their QA activities, and all reporting programs
have designated a QA Officer (QAO) to oversee QA activities within the program. Most of these
programs have a Quality Plan (QP) that describes the policies and activities developed to help ensure
that the quality of data generated or used by the program is defensible. However, some QPs needed
updating to reflect changes in the organizational structure, policies and/or activities of the programs
covered by the plans.

Most units that generate or use data indicate that they have data quality objectives (DQOs) to evaluate
the quality of the data (DQOs are targets that describe the level of expected data quality and are
important to ensure validity and defensibility of department decisions). Program areas that generate
data have a stronger QA awareness than units that only use data. Future QA efforts should be geared
towards training data users on QA concepts and practices.

Based on program reports of training activities, the majority of department employees that are involved
with the process of data generation, data receipt, data assessment, data archival storage, and data
interpretation received training in 2017 to execute their assigned functions. AEQAS will work with parts
of the Regulatory Programs to identify training needs and establish a sustainable QA training plan.

It is the department’s policy per the QA Directive to develop procedures to audit the performance and
record-keeping practices of data generators within and outside the Department. The extent to which
agency programs conduct QA audits of any type varies widely, as does the use of established audit
procedures and the oversight of required corrective actions. The Division of Water Resource
Management (DWRM) and Regulatory Districts are working towards identifying the type of audits they
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will perform and count for the purposes of this report. In general, programs should evaluate whether
sufficient audits are conducted to ensure the quality of the data generate and use.

Programs and districts throughout the agency identified more than 40 different data repositories, both
internal and external to the agency, where data are stored and retrieved for many specific uses. Most of
the reporting units that enter data have procedures in place for quality control and quality assurance
(QA/QC), but improvements can be made with the level of documentation of these activities, primarily
by incorporating procedures or reference documents into QPs. Many of the programs that retrieve data
rely on the QA/QC procedures of the data provider, so they do not have documented protocols to verify
data. Of the reporting units that manage data repositories, most perform QA/QC procedures for the
data repositories, but only half have QA/QC procedures documented in QPs.

The Regulatory Programs have specifically listed further identification and refinement of QA metrics as a
goal for 2018. DWRM has established a QA workgroup with the charge of developing a unified QP in
2018, addressing the QA criteria and procedures necessary for the division and Districts to ensure
consistent management of the quality system for the water programs. AEQAS is planning a QAO training
event for the Division of Waste Management (DWM) for the 2018-2019 fiscal year that will facilitate
implementing needed improvements to the overall quality system of the division. AEQAS will coordinate
with the QAOs and appropriate DWM management to develop the training agenda.

Overall, DEP continues to develop and maintain a viable data quality management system, but
improvement is needed in the implementation of procedures that have been designed to ensure that
we are making decisions based on scientifically and legally defensible data. AEQAS provided trainings
and workshops in the last quarter of 2017 and the beginning quarters of 2018 geared specifically to
QAOs and managers that assist in making QA decisions. These efforts have further improved
communications between AEQAS and QAOs. However, QAOs and department management still need to
improve and maintain communication about QA responsibilities. AEQAS will continue to reach out to
QAOs and managers to evaluate QA activities and provide training and other support to program staff to
improve efforts and outcomes in the specific areas identified in this report. Leadership is encouraged to
support the establishment of overall QA goals and program-specific expectations for the evaluation of
data quality, and to consider minimum requirements for QA training for all staff responsible for the
generation or use of environmental data. Additionally, QA activities should be incorporated as a
business plan priority.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Background and Overview

The Annual Quality Assurance (QA) Report to the Secretary of the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (department) has been compiled for calendar year 2017 by the Aquatic Ecology and Quality
Assurance Section (AEQAS) within the Division of Environmental Assistance and Restoration (DEAR), in
coordination with the Quality Assurance Officers (QAO) for the department’s various work units and
districts. The purpose of the Annual QA Report is to provide an assessment of the status of the
department’s quality system, per the functional responsibilities described in the department’s QA
Directive (DEP 972). According to the Directive, DEAR is responsible for coordinating the department’s
quality system, and all programs within the agency are responsible for defining and implementing their
individual quality systems. The QA policy in the Directive is applicable to all activities that include
measurements of environmental matrices for biological, chemical or physical characterization (i.e.,
environmental data). The only part of the agency not under the QA Directive is the Division of Air
Resource Management (DARM), which manages its own QA program.

Per section 5 of the QA Directive, AEQAS has been responsible for the development and compilation of
the QA Report since 2011. For the first several annual reports, the report provided details on QA
activities as reported by individual reporting units, without program-specific evaluations of whether
those activities were sufficient and without comparisons among units. The 2014 report represented the
first attempt to quantify QA activities, and the 2015 report was the first to include metrics that allowed
for comparisons between reporting units. However, it has become clear that different reporting units
interpreted the metrics differently, and as such, cross-program comparisons were not meaningful.

The format of this 2017 report attempts to provide a more targeted review of the quality system within
the three primary areas of the department (Regulatory Programs, Ecosystems Restoration, and Lands
and Recreation), with the focus of the evaluation on whether reporting units conducted the QA activities
expected for their program activities.

For the 2017 report, AEQAS staff sent spreadsheet questionnaires (templates) to QA officers throughout
the department to gather information about their quality system and QA activities. AEQAS staff also
hosted workshops to present QA concepts and learn more about each reporting unit’s work activities
and associated QA activities. During the last quarter of 2017, AEQAS held targeted workshops for DEAR,
Division of Water Restoration Assistance (DWRA), Division of State Lands (DSL), and Division of
Recreation and Parks (DRP). The QAOs and other key staff participated. These training sessions allowed
staff from these divisions to better understand the importance of QA and identify where to implement
QA within their divisions, and AEQAS gained further understanding of the divisions’ activities.

AEQAS also held a QA workshop with staff from the Division of Water Resource Management (DWRM)
in May 2018. The workshop focused on establishing consistent QA criteria for the water programs and
providing training to all QA staff. DWRM has subsequently established a QA workgroup. The objectives
of this workgroup include the development of revised QA metrics for the water regulatory programs.
Because of the timing of the workshop and this annual report, the revised metrics will be included in the
next annual report.

1.2 Report Organization

The 2017 Annual QA Report to the Secretary divides reporting based on the three primary areas of the
department: Regulatory Programs, Ecosystems Restoration, and Lands and Recreation. These areas
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divide further into programs, offices, and districts. Each area of the agency conducts different activities
and has a different mission, so AEQAS can provide a more useful picture of the department’s quality
system by grouping programs according to similar expectations for QA activities. For the purposes of this
report, any section, program, or district that responded to AEQAS request for information is referred to
as a reporting unit.

The “Quality System of the Agency” section of the report addresses the QA infrastructure of all reporting
units in the department. The “Ecosystems Restoration,” “Lands and Recreation,” and “Regulatory
Programs” sections outline broad categories of job functions to provide context for expected QA
activities, and then report on the 2017 QA activities for that area. This report does not include
guantitative information gathered from DWRM because of ongoing work to establish goals and
consistent activities within that division.

The following four categories comprise the 2017 reported QA activities and address one or more
department policies within the QA Directive:

1. Data quality objectives (DQOs): Report of whether the reporting unit is a data user, generator,
both or neither, and information on the associated DQOs. Reporting units identifying
themselves as data generators participate in activities that involve field sampling or laboratory
analysis and are responsible for taking measures to ensure the quality of the original data
produced by those activities. Reporting units indicated a variety of DQO-related activities,
including: following appropriate SOPs, establishing DQOs, whether they have procedures to
evaluate and qualify data, use of corrective actions when the data generated does not meet the
DQOs, inclusion of pertinent QA information in their QP, and if they revised DQOs for the data
generated in the reporting year.

Reporting units that identified themselves as data users are involved in the use of
environmental data generated by DEP or another source and are responsible for ensuring the
quality of the data used. Data users reported on: the source of data, written standards for the
use of the data, data evaluation procedures, corrective actions taken when the data do not
meet DQOs, inclusion of pertinent QA information in the QP, and if they revised DQOs for the
data used in the reporting year. Some reporting units are involved in both data generation and
data use.

2. Training: Report of whether reporting units met all training needs, percentage of employees
that received training in various task categories, and how many training events reporting units
held.

3. Audits: Report of instances where staff directly observed sample collection or analysis,
conducted an in-depth review of data generation, validated and verified data records, reviewed
records to reconstruct data, and evaluated data usability, per Rules 62-160.650, F.A.C., and 62-
160.670, F.A.C. Audits were placed in one of three categories:

a. Performance: Evaluation of sampler’s or analyst’s technique and knowledge of DEP SOPs
or other sampling and field testing, lab methods or record-keeping in the field or lab.
Are they doing everything correctly?

b. Project: Tracking specific sample results through field records and/or lab records for
data validation and usability assessment. Does the documentation show adherence to
sampling/analytical procedures and documentation requirements?
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c. System: Evaluation of procedures, equipment and documentation. These audits include
lab certification audits and DEP Quality of Science Reviews.
4. Data repositories: Report of whether the reporting unit entered, retrieved or managed data in
repositories, and whether there are quality assurance procedures for the management of this
data.

2. Quality System of the Agency
2.1 Overview
A quality system comprises policies, procedures and criteria utilized to monitor, evaluate, and improve
an organization’s QA processes. With the adoption of the QA Directive, the department developed a
structured management approach that distributes the functions necessary to implement a quality
system and monitors QA requirements throughout the system.

A quality system requires planning, implementation and assessment. Two key factors in a functioning
quality system are the use of documents sufficient for carrying out QA activities, and designating QAOs
to assist management and technical staff with the implementation and evaluation of QA activities
throughout all levels of the department. The department’s Quality Management Plan (QMP), which is
approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), documents the quality system and
incorporates many other DEP QA documents, including the QA Rules [Chapter 62-160, Florida
Administrative Code (F.A.C.)] and the Quality Plans (QPs) developed by the department programs and
reporting units that detail their individual quality systems. In 2017, AEQAS routed proposed revisions to
QMP Revision 7 for review throughout the agency and received feedback on those revisions. QMP
Revision 8 was approved in 2018. In 2017, AEQAS also revised Chapter 62-160, F.A.C., and the revisions
became effective in 2018.

2.2 Quality Plans
Department programs and reporting units document their quality system and describe the overall
planning process in QPs. These QPs describe the organization of the program, designate one or more
QAOs, and delineate staff QA responsibilities that will ensure data used by the Program are appropriate
and reliable. Quality system details can vary among divisions, districts, and offices. It is the responsibility
of each program and section administrator to ensure that their quality system is fully operational and
documented in a QP.

QPs are “living documents” and require revisions as program organization, duties and criteria evolve.
AEQAS provides education and support to programs and divisions on the review and updating of QPs.
AEQAS staff have conducted Quality of Science Reviews with programs to help evaluate their quality
system and review their QP for documentation of QA activities. AEQAS requests QAOs to submit their
QPs for review and publishing on the QA webpage. Although there is not a required frequency with
which QPs must be updated, AEQAS targets documents older than four years for review to determine if
they are out of date and encourages annual review of QPs.

For the 2017 calendar year, AEQAS received QPs for 26 of 28 reporting units. Of those 26, 6 were out of
date and two reporting units do not have an available QP (Figure 2.1). AEQAS publishes the QPs on the
QP webpage once staff have resolved accessibility compliance issues (ADA section 508). Most of the
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QPs for the Regulatory districts are outdated, but they will be replaced with unified QPs for DIWRM and
DWM that will include district functions for those divisions. A complete list of reporting units, their
designated QAOs, and QP revision dates is in Appendix A.
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Figure 2.1. Quality Plans that are current, outdated, or not available for programs in the department’s
divisions, districts or offices for 2017. The number of plans required for each division, district or office
is dependent on the program groupings included in each plan. Each box in the diagram represents a
QP.
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2.3 Quality Assurance Officers
The implementation of the internal policies outlined in the QA Directive requires active participation
throughout all levels of the department. The department implements its quality system with the
execution of each program’s QP as well as through the coordination and direction of QA activities for
the program by a designated QAO. The QA Directive lists the following duties of the QAOs: familiarity
with and maintenance of quality system documents, coordination and performance of internal and
external audits, implementation of corrective actions after incidents of non-conformance with DQOs,
communication with AEQAS, and tracking of staff training. Division and district directors along with
program and section administrators are responsible for designating a QAO. The QAO is designated by
management to represent specific work units.
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For 2017, 100% of programs that required a QAO (as identified by Program and Section Administrators)
had one or more designated QAOs. AEQAS continues to make efforts in training, communicating and
supporting QAOs in their roles by hosting QAO teleconferences and developing targeted training and
workshops for the divisions. AEQAS held trainings for four different divisions (DSL, DRP, DWRA, and
DEAR) in 2017, and for DWRM in spring 2018, to provide specific QA training for the QAOs. These
trainings were an excellent opportunity to disseminate information and communicate with QAOs about
programs’ or sections’ functions and the role of the QAOQ in coordinating QA activities and recording and
reporting QA information. AEQAS will continue to host trainings for the remaining divisions to ensure
that the entire agency receives the training required to fulfill the policies and responsibilities described
in the QA Directive.
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3. Ecosystem Restoration
3.1 Overview and Expected QA Activities
The Ecosystem Restoration area protects and improves water quality and aquatic resources, including
the Everglades, springs, and coastal resources. Restoration programs work with communities, local
governments and other agencies to protect and restore water quality and provide funding assistance for
water restoration and infrastructure projects. They also coordinate the protection of Florida’s
submerged lands and coastal areas. This area of the agency consists of the Office of Ecosystem Projects
(OEP), the Florida Coastal Office (FCO), the Division of Environmental Assessment and Restoration
(DEAR), and the Division of Water Restoration Assistance (DWRA). For 2017, there were 24 reporting
units from the Ecosystem Restoration area. See Tables 3-1 and 3-2 for lists of reporting units and an
overview of the expected QA activities within the reporting unit.

Table 3.1. Reporting QA work units from DEAR, OEP, and DWRA and indication (denoted by “X”) of
whether each reporting unit conducts functions indicated in the first column. These work functions
require QA activities. The “X” does not indicate whether or not that program or section reported on that
function.

DEAR

Program Functions
that Require QA WQSP | Labs | WAS | WMS | ROCs | TMDL | GW | WQRP | WSP OEP | DWRA

Environmental
sample collection or
measurements

(water, sediment, X X X X X X X
soil, waste, biological
community)

Lab sample analysis X X

Environmental data X X X X X X X

entry
Environmental data
review (field or lab
‘ b X X | X | X | X | x| X

and evaluation
against DQOs

Environmental data

management X X X X X X X X X
(databases)

Contract/Grant/PO
management for
Environmental

sample collection X X X X X X X X X

and/or analysis
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Table 3.2. Reporting QA work units from FCO and indication (denoted by “X”) of whether each
reporting unit conducts functions indicated in the first column. These work functions require QA
activities. The “X” does not indicate whether or not that program or section reported on that function.

FCO

Program Functions
that Require QA

ANERR BBAP | BBSAP CHAP | CRCP | CPAP EBAP GTM | FKNMS | NEAP NWFLAP | RB WEKIVA | IRLAP

Environmental

sample collection
or measurements
(water, sediment, X X X [ X[ X ]| X | X [X] X X X | X] X X
soil, waste,
biological

community)

Lab sample analysis

Environmental data X X X X | X X X | X X X X X X

entry

Environmental data
review (field or lab)
and evaluation
against DQOs

Environmental data | ¥ X X X | X [ X X

management
(databases)

Contract/Grant/PO
management for
Environmental
sample collection X X X
and/or analysis

The OEP, which carries out certain Everglades restoration oversight activities, has one QA reporting unit
and 3 organizational units. This reporting unit primarily manages contracts, grants and purchase orders
that fund environmental sample collection and laboratory analysis. Staff should have training on how to
assure that the agreements incorporate adequate QA measures, and how to review the agreements and
deliverables with respect to the contracted data quality objectives.

The FCO houses the Florida Coastal Management Program, Aquatic Preserves, National Estuarine
Research Reserves (NERRs), the Coral Reef Conservation Program, Clean Boating Program, Florida
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Resilient Coastlines Program, and the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary. Note that the Clean
Boating Program and Florida Resilient Coastlines Program do not collect environmental data and are not
included in this report. AEQAS identified 21 organizational units with 14 QA reporting units for FCO,
though one did not submit the QA information to be included in the report. Various FCO offices collect
environmental data for National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) projects and the
department, so some DQOs are alignhed with NOAA expectations and some with DEP’s. Depending on
the location and activities of the offices within FCO, data entry into databases may occur, along with
limited data review. FCO manages department contractual agreements for environmental sampling and
analysis. Reportable QA information for these activities include DQO establishment, training for SOPs,
data entry and review of data with respect to DQOs, and understanding QA requirements for the
management of agreements.

DEAR monitors and assesses surface water and groundwater quality, which includes identifying,
verifying and prioritizing impaired waters; developing strategies to address impairments; and
implementing those strategies through comprehensive restoration action plans in partnership with local
stakeholders. DEAR consists of nine QA reporting units and six organizational units. DEAR collects,
analyzes, enters, reviews, and manages data in databases, and oversees agreements that include
environmental sample collection. Reportable QA information for these activities includes DQO and SOP
establishment, training for SOPs, evaluation of data, and auditing data providers both internal and
external to the DEAR reporting unit.

DWRA is responsible for providing financial assistance to fund projects that improve the quality and
quantity of the water resources of the state. The projects improve stormwater quality, reduce pollutants
entering surface water and ground water, conserve energy or water, protect springs, collect and treat
wastewater, produce and distribute drinking water, provide alternative water supply, nourish beaches,
reclaim mined lands, and restore habitat and enhance recreation through the Deepwater Horizon
program. DWRA has one QA reporting unit and 6 organizational units. DWRA staff do not generate or
interpret data; the primary function of this division is to manage agreements. Reportable QA
information for these activities includes establishment of DQOs, program-specific training related to QA
requirements and review of deliverables for funding agreements, and potential audits of the fund
recipients.

The data reported in the following sections are based on 24 reporting units consisting of 13 from FCO, 9
from DEAR, 1 from OEP, and 1 from DWRA. Together, these units make up 100% of QA reporting units
from Ecosystem Restoration.

Tables 3.1 and 3.2 provide context for the QA activities that AEQAS expects reporting units to report. All
program functions require reporting units to have and document DQOs and provide adequate QA
training to staff. Entities that collect or analyze environmental samples or measurements are expected
to conduct internal audits and/or be audited by external parties to ensure proper collection and analysis
of data. Reporting units that use data are expected to audit external entities who provide data to the
department with some established consistency and frequency. Reporting units that manage contracts,
grants, or purchase orders (PO) for environmental data collection or analysis may conduct audits of
procured services. Reporting units that enter, retrieve data, or manage environmental data repositories
must have documented procedures for QA/QC.
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3.2 Data Quality Objectives

The majority (54%) of reporting units from the Ecosystem Restoration area of the agency reported as
both data generators and data users. More than a quarter of the 24 units reported only as data
generators, and a small number reported only as data users. One unit identified itself as neither a data
generator or a data user (Figure 3.1).

Self-Reported Program Activities in Ecosystem
Restoration

Neither, 1, 4%

Data User and
Generator, 13, 54%

Figure 3.1. Number and percentage of reporting units within the department who identified their program
activity functionality as data user, data generator, both or neither.

All of the programs that generate data follow DEP SOPs, other SOPs, or a combination of both. Only nine
of the 20 units that generate data reported that their QP incorporates all the SOPs used by the reporting
unit, which means the remaining units’ need to revise their QPs to include references to SOPs. Fourteen
reporting units indicated they have checklists to evaluate the data generated against the DQOs.
However, only twelve of those 14 reporting units indicated the QP incorporates checklists, and all
checklists should be included or cited in QPs. Fourteen reporting units stated that there were corrective
actions for when data did not meet the DQOs, but three units did not report that the QP lists the
corrective actions and AEQAS instructs reporting units to include a process for documenting corrective
actions in QPs. Five of the 20 reporting units revised their DQOs and corrective actions during 2017.

Nine of the 16 reporting units that identified as data users have DQOs and evaluate the data against the
DQOs to ensure data quality for the unit’s purpose. Seven units have a checklist for evaluation, and six
units documented the checklist in their QP. Eight reporting units have corrective actions for instances
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when data do not meet DQOs, and six units reported documenting corrective actions in their QP. Three
reporting units revised corrective actions documented in their QP in 2017. It is department policy that all
data users have established DQOs and corrective actions and document them in the QP.

Data Generator Information Data User Information

Corrective Actions Documented in Corrective Actions Documented in

ap op I
Corrective actions in place ) . ]
Corrective actions in place [ NNENEGEGNG
Evaluation Checklists in QP
Evaluation Checklists in aP  [EEEREEEN
Checklist for evaluation with DQOs
Checklist for evaluation with DQOs |GG
DQOs other than SOPs
Evaluated by another DEP work -
All SOPs documented in the QP unit
Use SOPs other than DEP SOPs Evaluate to ensure DQOs are met  [NENEGGE
Use DEP SOPs Documented DQOs  |INEING_
0% 20% 40% 60% B80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% B80% 100%

Figure 3.2. Percentage of reporting units in the Ecosystem Restoration area who answered “yes” to dichotomous
questions regarding DQO use and documentation specific to roles as data generator (left) or data user (right) in
the 2017 survey template. Twenty reporting units identified themselves as data generators and sixteen as data
users.

The Watershed Services Program (WSP) is the only reporting unit that identified itself as neither a data
generator or user; this reporting unit is a data manager for DEAR, housing the STORET/Watershed
Information Network (WIN) and GIS sections. This unit receives data from units both within the agency
and external to the agency. The staff in the section build code to evaluate data for DQOs to meet
specific data user needs. WSP staff have documented corrective actions for evaluation of data that do
not meet DQOs and updated DQOs when the WIN database became live. The WSP is updating the QP to
incorporate information regarding WIN.

3.3 Training

QAOs reported on the type of training received by the staff within the reporting unit and identified QA
training needs by reporting on the number of staff that needed the training versus the number of staff
that received the training. In the Ecosystem Restoration area, 99% of employees received training for
QA tasks as required by the reporting unit (Figure 3.3). Of the 24 reporting units of Ecosystem
Restoration, only one reported not having its training needs met, while three reporting units did not
identify training needs in 2017.
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Employees Trained for QA in 2017 for Ecosystem

Restoration
Not Trained for

all QA Tasks, 5,
1%

Trained for all QA
Tasks, 430, 99%

Figure 3.3. Number and percentage of staff trained for QA activities in 2017.

Training categories for the 2017 report consist of field sampling, data reporting, data assessment,
database management, and program specific QA requirements. All employees in the Ecosystem
Restoration area that required training in data assessment, database management and program specific
QA training received the training (Figure 3.4). Only a small percentage of employees that required
training on field sampling and data reporting did not receive it.

QA Training Categories in 2017 for Ecosystem Restoration

Program Specific QA Requirements

Database Management

Data Assessment

Data Reporting

Field Sampling

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 3.4. Percentage of staff that received the required training within each QA training activity in 2017.
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The department offers trainings to entities external to the department to ensure that the data reported
to the department are of appropriate quality. Reporting units within the Ecosystem Restoration area of
the department hosted 20 trainings open to external parties across all categories, training over 480
individuals.

3.4 Audits

AEQAS asked reporting units within the Ecosystem Restoration area of the agency to tally their audits
from four different perspectives (Table 3.3).

Eleven of the 24 reporting units were audited (by an external entity or themselves) in 2017, and four
reporting units conducted at least one audit. The total number of audits conducted by Ecosystem
Restoration reporting units in 2017 was 41; most of those were performance audits (Table 3.3).

Table 3.3. Audits reported by Ecosystem Restoration reporting units for 2017.

. . Audit Types
BRI e Performance Project System Total
Audits of another unit within DEP 8 5 2 15
Audits of entities external to DEP 10 1 0 11
Self-audits conducted by the reporting unit 6 0 9 15
Audits of the reporting unit by another entity 1 2 2 5
Total 25 8 13

Three Ecosystem Restoration reporting units conducted a total of 15 audits of other DEP reporting units.
Sixty percent of these audits had a report generated, though all audits should generate some kind of
report. Over 25% of the audits were conducted without checklists. Some reporting units established a
required report time frame, but less than half met the established time frame goal (Figure 3.5).

Three reporting units conducted eleven external audits of an entity outside of DEP, and these audits
comprise ten performance audits and one project audit. For all those audits, auditors used a checklist
and generated a report. Reporting units completed nearly all of the audits within an established
timeframe. However, only a small percentage (27%) of the audits received responses from the audited
party within the required time frame (note that this number is biased low because some of the audits
had not received responses at the time of reporting but they were still within the allowed time frame).
Reporting units indicated that they track the majority of external audits, whereas the minority of
internal audits are tracked.
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External Audits Conducted by Reporting Units in the
Ecosystem Restoration Area
70%

91%] 91 %]
3%]
60%
60% 60%]
50%
40% 47%
40%]
30% 33%
20% 27% 27%
20%

10%

0%

Report Generated = Completion Used Checklists ~ Established a Report completed Response to Follow-up with

100%

90%

80%

from Audit tracked Required Report within the time Report Received Corrective
time Frame frame within timeclock Actions
B Of an entity other than the reporting unit WITHIN DEP B Of an entity OUTSIDE of DEP

Figure 3.5. Percentages of external audits meeting seven QA criteria for conducting audits in two audit
categories: external audits that are conducted by the reporting unit of entities within DEP and external audits
conducted by the reporting unit of an entity outside of DEP. Only reporting units that conducted audits
responded to these survey questions. Note that establishing a report timeframe may not be an established goal
in some reporting units.

In 2017, there were five audits performed by external parties on four Ecosystem Restoration reporting
units. None of the reporting units audited by an entity outside their unit during 2017 reported a
required auditing frequency for those audits, though two out of the four reporting units did follow
through with corrective actions and one reporting unit has plans to follow-up with corrective actions.
Seven reporting units conducted one or more internal audits of their own unit, for a total of 15 audits.
Of the 15 internal audits conducted by a reporting unit of itself, only a few had an established frequency
requirement, and even fewer had followed through with corrective actions at the time of reporting.
Appropriate measures should be taken to ensure audits are performed and tracked in a consistent
manner, following a reasonable timeframe for completion, and that corrective actions are completed.

3.5 Data Repositories

Of the reporting units within Ecosystem Restoration, 83% (20 of the 24 reporting units) indicated that
the staff enter data into at least one data repository. Seventy-five percent (18 of 24 reporting units)
retrieve data, and 33% (8 of 24 reporting units) are responsible for managing data in repositories.
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Reporting units in the Ecosystem Restoration area of the department enter data into 24 different data
repositories. Of the 20 reporting units that enter data, 15 reported that staff verify data entered into all
of the repositories into which they enter data, and an additional 4 units verify data entered into at least
one repository. However, only 12 of the 20 reporting units that enter data have documented protocols
for entering and verifying the data. To ensure consistent and correct data entry, protocols should be in
place for each data repository used.

Eighteen reporting units retrieve data from 42 different data repositories. Eleven of the 18 reporting
units perform QA/QC checks on the data retrieved from at least one of their data repositories, but only 4
of the 18 perform QA/QC checks on the data retrieved from all of their data repositories. Six reporting
units had written protocols for the retrieval of data from at least one repository, with 4 of the 6
reporting that there are written protocols for all the repositories used for retrieval. Fourteen reporting
units have feedback mechanisms in place to notify the data generator of suspect data for at least one
data repository, and 9 have feedback processes for all data retrieved. Seven reporting units indicated
having feedback mechanisms described in their QP for at least one data repository, and 5 programs had
feedback mechanisms described in the their QP for all data repositories. To obtain data consistently and
uniformly, protocols for QA/QC checks, data retrieval, and feedback mechanisms should be in place for
retrieving data from each data repository utilized by a unit.

Eight reporting units within Ecosystem Restoration manage 15 data repositories. Of those 8 units, 5
reporting units perform checks on all data repositories managed, and 2 additional units perform checks
on at least one of the repositories they manage. Half of the reporting units that manage data
repositories have protocols documented for QC checks of the stored data for at least one data
repository, and 3 have protocols for all the data repositories they manage. Five of the 8 have a
mechanism to provide feedback to the data generator for suspect data. For the validity of data housed,
documented protocols should be in effect for all data repositories.
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4. Land and Recreation
4.10verview and Expected QA Activities

The Land and Recreation area of DEP acquires and protects lands for preservation and recreation. It
includes 175 state parks and trails, more than 12 million acres of public lands, and 4 million acres of
coastal uplands and submerged lands. Land and Recreation includes two divisions: Division of Recreation
and Parks (DRP) and Division of State Lands (DSL). DRP reports as one unit, though organizationally,
there are 8 programs. Within this division, there are also five unique districts. DSL also reports as one
unit though 6 programs make up the division. Table 4.1 indicates the functions of DRP and DSL that
involve QA activities.

Table 4.1. Program functions that require QA for the reporting units for DSL and DRP are represented. An “X” in
the box indicates that the reporting unit exercises the functions in the first column that have quality assurance
components. The “X” does not indicate whether or not that program or section reported on that function.

Program Functions that Require

QA DRP DSL
Environmental sample collection

or measurements (water, X

sediment, soil, waste, biological

community)

Lab sample analysis

Environmental data entry X
Environmental data review (field

or lab) and evaluation against X
DQOs

Environmental data management X
(databases)

Contract/Grant/PO management
for Environmental sample X X
collection and/or analysis

Although its primary missions are to manage public land and provide recreational opportunities for the
public, DRP collects some environmental data for the department, either directly or indirectly through
purchase orders. Some sampling is for research purposes, while some is for compliance with drinking
water, wastewater, and bathing beach monitoring requirements. Sampling projects and procedures vary
across the DRP districts based on regional needs. For all sampling, expected QA activities include
adherence to standard procedures (i.e., SOPs), training for SOPs, data entry, data review, and data
management. Because DRP manages sampling agreements, it must have established DQOs, training for
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staff to review data against DQOs, and training to understand when to incorporate QA into agreements
with the department.

DSL manages purchases and maintenance of state lands and conservation easements, and is not directly
involved with the collection and analysis of environmental data, so DSL has limited reporting. DSL reports
on DQOs and training related to program specific QA requirements, as well as limited data retrieval.

Table 4.1 provides context for the QA activities that AEQAS expects reporting units to report. All
program functions require reporting units to have and document DQOs and provide adequate QA
training to staff. Entities that collect or analyze environmental samples or measurements are expected
to conduct internal audits and/or be audited by external parties to ensure proper collection and analysis
of data. Reporting units that use data are expected to audit external entities who provide data to the
unit with some established consistency and frequency. Reporting units that manage contracts, grants, or
POs for environmental data collection or analysis may conduct audits of procured services. Reporting
units that enter, retrieve data, or manage environmental data repositories must have documented
procedures for QA/QC.

4.2 Data Quality Objectives
The DRP and DSL are both data users. Portions of DRP are also data generators. Through survey
responses, DRP indicated that it follows external SOPs for invasive plant surveys, nuisance exotic animal
control, and imperiled species monitoring. Their staff follow the DEP SOPs for compliance water sample
collection. DRP reported that it has DQOs, but staff do not evaluate data to ensure that the data meet
the DQOs. The most recent DRP QP does not document the following items: SOPs used, DQOs,
procedures to review DQOs, and corrective actions for when data do not meet DQOs. DRP has set a goal
to update its QP in 2018 and include these missing QA elements. Internal research projects also need
descriptions of the QA policy and procedures.

The division uses data generated internal and external to the agency. A variety of organizations
generate the external data, including Water Management Districts, a variety of other state and federal
agencies, hired consultants, and university researchers. DRP reported that the Office of Technology and
Information Services (OTIS) evaluates its data via built-in automated data review mechanisms.

During the workshop held in December of 2017 with AEQAS, DSL noted that it uses data from the
Florida Natural Areas Inventory for location-specific natural resource information and analysis related to
Florida Forever projects. Also, the DSL discussed using contractors for environmental site assessments
who provide data on potential environmental issues on and adjoining new acquisitions by the Board of
Trustees. The reporting unit does not evaluate these data because the contractors are expected to
follow accepted industry standards and DSL does not have standard procedures for data review. The QP,
updated in 2016, contains DQOs and corrective actions and did not require an update in 2017.

4.3 Training

The QAOs in the Land and Recreation area reported on training events conducted in their reporting
units during the 2017 calendar year. DSL did not report any training of its staff during the 2017 calendar
year for QA duties, while DRP staff received field sampling training for FWC sea turtle monitoring and
internal data reporting training on entering data into the Natural Resource Tracking System (NRTS).
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AEQAS hosted a program-specific QA training for key staff in these divisions in December 2017. Twelve
staff members from the Land and Recreation area of the agency attended. Staff members received
general information regarding QA purpose and authority and discussed QA functions for each division.
With the assistance of AEQAS staff, the divisions determined where QA is appropriate in their staff’s
tasks.

4.4 Audits
The Land and Recreation Area did not report any audits. Reporting units within this area are not likely to
report audits in the volume or frequency of other areas of the agency. However, environmental data
collected through compliance monitoring or sampling for research is subject to audits.

4.5 Data Repositories
DSL reported that staff do not enter, retrieve or manage any environmental data. DRP reported that it
conducts all three activities. DRP enters and retrieves data using the Natural Resources Tracking System
(NRTS) data repository. At the DRP district level, staff enter data into NRTS, though there is no
documented process. District staff also retrieve data from NRTS and perform informal checks, but there
is no documented protocol or formal procedure to handle suspect data. DRP maintains internal Excel
files of environmental data and checks the data managed in these files using informal methods. DRP has
not established a consistent protocol for the use of Excel files. DRP has not documented data repository
activities in its QP, though they are now aware their QP should include these elements.
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5. Regulatory Programs
5.1 Division of Waste Management, Office of Emergency Response, and Florida
Geological Survey
The Regulatory district offices (districts), Division of Waste Management (DWM), Division of Water
Resource Management (DWRM), Office of Emergency Response (OER), and the Florida Geological
Survey (FGS) comprise the Regulatory Programs area of the agency. The data presented in this section of
the report are based on the 8 reporting units that submitted information for 2017 from DWM, OER and
FGS; discussion of the districts and DWRM are in the next section. QA reported for DIWM in this section
do not include activities in the districts. See Table 5.1 for a list of reporting units and an overview of the
expected QA activities within the reporting unit.

Table 5.1. Reporting QA work units from DWM, OER, and FGS are represented. An “X” in the box indicates that
the work unit exercises the functions in the first column that have quality assurance components. The “X” does
not indicate whether or not that program or section reported on that function.

DWM

Program OER | FGS
Functions that Federal HW

Require QA DBSP Programs SIS WSC | (RCRA) | SW | PRP

Environmental
sample collection
or measurements
(water, sediment, X X X X
soil, waste,
biological
community)

Lab sample X X X

analysis

Environmental X X X X X X X

data entry

Environmental
data review (field
or lab) and X X X X X X X X X
evaluation against
DQOs

Environmental

data management X X X X X X X X

(databases)

Contract/Grant/PO
management for

Environmental X X X X X

data collection
and/or analysis
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DWM works to implement state and federal laws to protect the environment from the improper
handling and disposal of solid and hazardous wastes. Seven reporting units representing
sevenorganizational units make up the DWM: the District and Business Support Program (DBSP), the
Federal Programs Section, the Site Investigation Section (SIS), the Waste Site Cleanup (WSC) Section,
the Hazardous Waste (HW) Section, the Solid Waste (SW) Section, and the Petroleum Restoration
Program (PRP). Brief responsibilities of each section/program are as follows:

The District and Business Support Program (DBSP) provides technical support services to the DWM and
six district offices across the state. These services include professional consultation on all aspects of site
assessment and remediation, including human health and ecological risk assessment..

The Federal Programs Section includes DOD and Browfield Partnerships, the Brownfields Program and
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) Program. The DOD
and Brownfields Partnerships Section oversees cleanup of Department of Defense and other federal
facilities. It also includes the Brownfields program and CERCLA site screening for hazardous substances.

The SIS investigates reports of known or suspected soil and groundwater contamination statewide and
issues technical reports to support district assessment and cleanup decisions. The section also manages
the State-Owned Lands Cleanup Program, which is responsible for addressing contaminated sites on
land owned by the State of Florida.

The WSC Section is responsible for all activities relating to the cleanup of sites contaminated by various
pollutants and for coducting investigations of ground water contamination. It is responsible for the
cleanup of contamination resulting from the operation of eligible drycleaning facilities, coordination
with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency during EPA managed remediation of National Priority List
Superfund sites in the state of Florida, and the cleanup of state-funded non-petroleum sites.

The HW Cleanup Section is working under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and is
responsible for the remediation of hazardous waste sites.

The SW Section develops solid waste policy and provides technical assistance to the district offices
concerning the permitting, compliance, and enforcement activities associated with solid waste facilities.
These facilities can include landfills, material recovery facilities, transfer stations, composting/processing
facilities, and waste tire management sites.

The PRP provides the technical oversight for assessment and cleanup of the sites contaminated by
discharges of petroleum and petroleum products from stationary petroleum storage systems.

OER responds to environmental pollution threats in every form, from incidents involving petroleum
spills caused by vehicle accidents to chemical plant explosions and coastal oil spills. There is one
reporting unit for OER. The districts carry out this office’s responsibilities across the state. The QAO for
OER reported for the division office as well as the district offices in 2017.

FGS collects, interprets and provides information about Florida’s water, mineral and energy resources.
Their focus is on environmental problem-solving and geological hazards as they relate to public health
and safety. FGS has one reporting unit encompassing five organizational units.
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Table 5.1 provides context for the QA activities that AEQAS expects reporting units to report. All
program functions require reporting units to have and document DQOs and provide adequate QA
training to staff. Entities that collect or analyze environmental samples or measurements are expected
to conduct internal audits and/or be audited by external parties to ensure proper collection and analysis
of data. Reporting units that use data are expected to audit external entities who provide data to the
department with some established consistency and frequency. Reporting units that manage contracts,
grants, or POs for environmental data collection or analysis may conduct audits of procured services.
Reporting units that enter, retrieve data, or manage environmental data repositories must have
documented procedures for QA/QC.

5.1.1 Data Quality Objectives
Nine units reported on DQOs for the 2017 Annual QA Report. Seven units reported as both data
generators and data users, and one unit reported as a data user only. No units reported as solely data
generators (Figure 5.1).

Self-Reported Program Activities for
DWM, OER, and FGS

Not
Reporting ,
1,11%

Data User, 1,

Data User and
Generator, 7,
78%

Figure 5.1. Number and percentage of work units reporting as data users, data generators, both, or not
reporting for the 2017 QA Annual Report. There are 9 work units total from DWM, OER and FGS combined.

Seven units reported generating data for department use. Data generation includes sample collection
and/or analysis. Six of those units indicated they follow DEP SOPs, other SOPs, or a combination of both
(Figure 5.2). Only four of the seven reporting units indicated their QP incorporates all SOPs, and the
other three units should revise their QPs to include references to all SOPs used. Four units have DQOs
other than SOPs. Six units indicated having checklists to evaluate the data generated against DQOs, and
four of the six indicated incorporating checklists into the QP. However, all seven units should have
checklists, and all of the checklists should be included or cited in QPs. The same six units stated that
there were corrective actions for when data did not meet the DQOs, and five of those reporting units
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document corrective actions in the QP. AEQAS instructs reporting units to include all corrective actions
in QPs. Two reporting units (FGS and SW) identifying as data generators revised their DQOs and
corrective actions during 2017.

Eight of the nine units amongst DWM, OER, and FGS reported as data users. Five of those eight units
reported using data generated by both the department and external sources, while three units indicated
that they use a source outside of DEP. Seven of the eight data users reported having DQOs for the data
used, and six reporting units evaluate the data used to ensure data meet the DQOs. Six units indicated
that another DEP unit evaluates the data used by their reporting unit. Only three of the seven programs
with DQOs have documented the DQOs in their QP. Four work units reported that there are corrective
actions in place when data do not meet DQOs. Three of the four work units with corrective actions have
documented them in their QPs. Only two reporting units indicated revising their corrective actions in the

QP during 2017.
Data Generator Information Data User Information
Corrective Actions Documented in I Corrective Actions Documented in _
Qp qQp
Corrective actions in place [ EEG—_—— Corrective actions in place _
Evaluation Checklistsin QP [
Evaluation Checklistsin QP _
Checklist for evaluation with _
DQOs Checklist for evaluation with .
DQOs
DQOs other than SOPs [
Evaluated by another DEP work _
All SOPs documented in the QP [ unit
Evaluate to ensure DQOs are met [ NG
Use SOPs other than DEP SOPs [N
Use DEP soPs [N Documented bQOs |G
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percentage of Reporting Units Percentage of Reporting Units

Figure 5.2. Percentage of work units who answered “yes” to dichotomous questions regarding data quality
objective use and documentation specific to roles as data generator (left) or data user (right) in the 2017 survey
template. There are 7 total data generators and 8 total data users in DWM, OER and FGS combined.

5.1.2 Training
QAOs reported the number of staff that required training and those that received training. Amongst
DWM, OER, and FGS, 95% of employees that required training received the training during 2017 (Figure
5.3). One reporting unit of the nine units represented in this area of the agency did not meet training
needs for 2017. Two work units did not report training needs or requirements for 2017.
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Employees Trained for QA in 2017 for DWM, OER,
and FGS
Not Trained for
all QA Tasks, 15,

< 5%

Trained for all
QA Tasks, 287,
95%

Figure 5.3. Number and percentage of staff trained for QA activities in 2017. The total number of staff includes
staff of DWM, OER and FGS combined.

All employees in DWM, OER and FGS that required field sampling, database management and program-
specific QA training received the training they needed (Figure 5.4). A small percentage of employees
that required data reporting and data assessment training did not receive the training they needed.

Only the Site Investigation Section (SIS) reporting unit within DWM provided trainings to entities
external to DEP. They provided three trainings to approximately 140 people.

QA Training Categories in 2017 for DWM, OER, and FGS

Program Specific QA Requirements [N 00%
Database Managernent | — 0%
Data Assessment | 52%
Data Reporting | o7%
Field Sampling | —: 00

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 5.4. Percentage of staff in DWM, OER and FGS that received the required training within each QA training
activity in 2017.

Page 23 of 35



2017 Annual Quality Assurance Report

5.1.3 Audits
AEQAS asked work units within the Regulatory area of the agency to report on their audits from four
different perspectives:

e audits of another unit within DEP;

e audits of entities external to DEP;

e audits of the reporting unit by a unit external to the reporting unit; and
e self-audits conducted by the reporting unit.

Three of the nine reporting units conducted at least one audit, for a total of five audits conducted
amongst DWM, OER, and FGS in 2017.

No units within DWM, FGS, or OER reported conducting any audits of entities within DEP. The Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) section, within DWM, reported conducting two audits of entities
outside DEP. They conducted one performance audit and one project audit. There was a report
generated for one of the audits, and the reporting unit tracked its completion. Auditors used checklists
to perform the audit. The QAO reported that the unit followed up with the corrective actions of the
audit.

None of the reporting units within DWM, FGS, or OER were audited by an outside entity in 2017. Two
programs conducted internal audits of their work unit. OER conducted two performance audits and
followed through with corrective actions for these audits. FGS also reported conducting one internal
performance audit. FGS conducts audits on an as needed basis, following through with corrective
actions as needed.

5.1.4 Data Repositories
Amongst the reporting units of OER, FGS, and DWM, 67% (six of the nine reporting units) reported that
staff in the work unit enter data into at least one data repository. Fifty-six percent (five of the nine
reporting units) retrieve data, and 67% (six of nine reporting units) are responsible for managing data in
repositories.

Reporting units of DWM, OER and FGS enter data into nine different data repositories. Three of the six
reporting units that enter data indicated they verify data entered into all repositories, and an additional
unit verifies data into at least one. Four of the six reporting units that enter data stated there are
documented protocols for data entry. Only three reporting units reported that the staff enter and verify
for all data repositories used. To ensure consistent and correct data entry, protocols should be in place
for each data repository used.

Only one of the five reporting units that retrieves data performs QA/QC checks on the data retrieved
from data repositories. Only two of the five have documented protocols for how to retrieve data. All five
of the reporting units that retrieve data have a mechanism to provide feedback to the data generator
regarding suspect data for at least one data repository, and four reported having feedback mechanisms
for all. Four of the five reporting units indicated that their QP contains procedures for contacting data
generators for at least one data repository and three reporting units have the mechanisms described in
their QP for all data repositories. To obtain data consistently and uniformly, protocols should be in place
for retrieving data from each data repository utilized by a unit.
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Six reporting units manage nine different data repositories. Of those, five reporting units perform checks
on all data repositories managed, and one does not perform QA/QC checks on any repositories. The
reporting units that manage environmental data repositories reported that staff perform QA/QC for all
data stored in the repository. Three of the five have protocols in the QP for QC checks of the stored
data. Five of the six reporting units have mechanisms to provide feedback to the data generator
regarding suspect data for all data repositories managed. Four of those five reporting units document
the mechanism for providing feedback for all data repositories in the QP. For the validity of data housed,
documented protocols should be in effect for all data repositories

5.2 Division of Water Resource Management

DWRM is responsible for implementing state laws providing for the protection of the quality of Florida’s
drinking water, ground water, rivers, lakes, estuaries and wetlands from permitted discharges or
activities, as well as reclamation of mined lands and the preservation of the state’s beach and dune
systems. DWRM has 7 reporting units (Domestic Wastewater, Industrial Wastewater, Phosphate
Management, Water Compliance Assurance Program, Drinking Water Program, Aquifer Protection and
Underground Injection Control, and Mining and Mitigation) and 8 organizational units. Some DWRM
programs do not report QA functions, and this report does not include those programs.

QA metrics for DIVRM were not ready for 2017 QA Annual reporting because of ongoing efforts within
DWRM to develop consistent QA procedures for DWRM and the Districts. The department’s Regulatory
Districts implement many of the permitting programs for which DWRM is responsible, intertwining the
quality systems of DWRM and the Districts. DWRM is currently working with the Districts on a unified
QP that will include QA activities for DWRM staff and District staff that implement DWRM programs.
AEQAS is providing staff support for their QP development effort.

5.2.1 Training
Four reporting units in DWRM submitted information on staff training for QA purposes, but past annual
reports have not had consistent counts provided for training. Creating figures and metrics with the
information provided would be misleading regarding the state of the quality system. The administrators
within DWRM are aware of the reported numbers and are working toward developing a consistent
system for training staff and documenting training for QA functions.

The primary areas of training for DWRM are data reporting, data assessment, database management
and facility inspections. Additionally, program-specific training provides staff skills in completing
disciplines and job proficiency. Examples include Spill Tracking seminars and Underground Injection
Control (UIC) training.

DWRM also provides training to entities outside of the department including the annual Focus on
Change seminar (and training series) and the EzDMR training series.

5.2.2 Audits
The definition and interpretation of an audit for the purposes of the QA Annual Report has been unclear
to reporting units in DWRM during the last two report iterations. AEQAS has defined an audit as review
of laboratory and field protocols to determine use of proper procedures and the presence of supporting
documentation. DWRM does not conduct many on-site audits or extensive data review audits, but
DWRM will evaluate the need for such audits during the QP development process. A QA workgroup was
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formed by DWRM leadership during the 2017 reporting schedule; workgroup efforts in 2018 will focus
on how to conduct QA activities for various reviews and how they will be tracked and reported for the
QA annual report. DWRM does conduct some QA reviews of data deliverables. To best represent the QA
efforts of DIWRM, QAOs identified the various reviews they conduct. DWRM QAOs determined the
volume of review, but did not categorize whether these reviews qualified as QA reviews or not.

Possible audits to count and metrics to use for the purposes of the Annual QA Report include permit
deliverables review, delegated programs review, permitted facility audits, and database audits. EPA
audits some programs within DWRM, and documenting expectations for those audits could be used for
purposes of this report as well. When EPA audits DWRM, audit findings should inform what quality
system improvements to make and the corrective actions to document. AEQAS can provide support for
those efforts.

5.2.3 Data Repositories
DWRM did not provide information regarding data repositories because of the ongoing effort to
evaluate the best reporting method for QA purposes. AEQAS anticipates that DWRM will include the
data entry, use, storage and management activities detailed in the updated QP and provide this
information for the 2018 report.

5.3 Regulatory Districts

District staff implement regulatory programs for the DWRM and the DWM. District staff review permit
applications and compliance data, conduct inspections of permitted facilities, respond to reports of
environmental damage, and conduct compliance assistance and enforcement activities. This report does
not include work of the districts on behalf of DWM because AEQAS did not receive that information;
however, OER reported for both its Tallahassee office and the district offices.

The 2016 Annual QA Report highlighted some inconsistencies in either activities or reporting among the
districts, which prompted coordination among district, DWRM, DWM, and AEQAS staff to identify and
implement QA activities for all districts. Therefore, the districts did not determine quantitative metrics
for the 2017 report. The following sections describe the 2017 quality system status for the districts.
DWRM compiled information from districts regarding training and audits; however, efforts to determine
which QA activities to report are ongoing and will be determined for the next annual report. District
staff will continue to work with DWRM throughout 2018 to establish QA goals for training and audits,
and establish consistent metrics for annual QA reporting. DWM has a unified QP that includes division
and district activities, but the QP needs further refinement to provide the districts with specific
expectations for their QA activities. AEQAS will work with DWM to identify QA activities and gaps in the
districts reporting associated with DWM activities, to improve their quality system and future reporting.

5.3.1 Training
While staff in the district offices have established training requirements, the tracking or implementing of
training is not consistent across the districts. General information regarding training requirements for
job roles can be found in “disciplines” identified by DWRM, but more detailed development of training
programs is part of the current DWRM QP improvements and future DWM QP improvements. Most
training is peer to peer and on the job, and staff independently track the training they receive. Several
district offices have developed tools to ensure consistent training among staff members, but distribution
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and implementation of this training material in all offices has not occurred. Some district offices have
developed outlines and procedures to carry out the tasks in specific program areas. AEQAS encourages
district QAOs and leadership to begin sharing information between district offices to improve
consistency among the offices.

5.3.2 Audits
Inconsistencies in the number of audits reported by different districts raised questions about the
interpretation of the term “audits” by the districts. For the purposes of this report in relation to the
authority of the QA Rule (Chapter 62-160, F.A.C.) and the QA Directive (972), AEQAS defines audits as
the review of laboratory and field protocols to determine use of proper procedures and existence of
supporting documentation. Districts and Division programs within the Regulatory Programs area
conduct various inspections and data review. If those inspections and data reviews involve on-site or in-
depth review of laboratory and field procedures, districts should count them as audits for the purposes
of this report. Although the districts conduct these functions, the methodologies are not consistent.
Clearly defining the procedures and methods for audits to ensure consistency in practice and reporting
among the districts is a Regulatory Programs priority for 2018. The updated QP will clearly define audit
protocols, and the reporting for the 2018 annual report will include metrics for district audit activities.

5.3.3 Data Repositories
Similar to the data repository information for DWRM, districts did not provide data repository
information because of the ongoing effort to evaluate the best reporting method for QA purposes. In
addition, the department is centralizing certain regulatory functions, which includes data entry. The
districts anticipate that the centralization of data entry will be complete in 2018, and the Districts plans
to provide data repository metrics for the 2018 report.
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6. Summary of All Findings and Corrective Actions

6.1 Quality System
AEQAS uses two components to assess whether department work units have the minimum
requirements for a quality system: the designation of QA Officers (QAO) and the existence of quality
plans (QP). For 2017, all of the programs that required a QAO (as identified by Program and Section
Administrators) had one or more designated QAOs. However, AEQAS identified certain department
programs that are missing a QP, and found that some existing QPs were out of date. AEQAS is actively
working with the programs that do not have QPs to establish the appropriate documentation for their
quality systems, and assisting others with their QP updates.

Some department work units are not reporting on QA activities, and some QAOs are not sufficiently
aware of or involved with all QA related activities specific to their respective programs. QAOs need to
actively collaborate within their reporting units to ensure that the data generated and used by their
reporting unit are defensible and meet applicable DQOs. AEQAS is continuing to work with management
and the current QAOs to identify expectations for QA activities, and requesting that managers designate
appropriate staff members as QAOs where needed.

6.2 Ecosystem Restoration
The reporting units within Ecosystem Restoration function under an established quality system, though
details regarding specific activities indicate the need for improvement. AEQAS will work with the units to
improve documentation for all activities associated with data review, audit procedures and data
repository use. The one reporting unit missing a QP has received assistance from AEQAS staff in
developing the document, which will be completed in 2018.

In the Ecosystem Restoration area, only a few of the data generators cite SOPs in their QPs. Most of the
data generators have checklists for evaluating the data produced, but few of the data users have
checklists. The greatest deficiencies in this area of the department are the insufficient documentation of
SOPs used by data generators, the inconsistency of data review, and the insufficient documentation of
corrective actions for data users.

Nearly all of the employees received required QA training. In the limited cases when training needs were
not met (field sampling and data reporting), the problem may have been due to timing, as the training
may not have been available to the new employees before the end of the calendar year.

Work units in the Ecosystem Restoration area performed primarily sampling performance audits. Most
auditors generated reports and used checklists, ensuring consistency among audits. However,
improvement is needed in following through with corrective actions to remedy deficiencies reported as
the result of audits. Most reporting units tracked external audits but not internal audits, although most
of the audits were internal.

The majority of reporting units enter data into and retrieve data from repositories. Most units verify all
entered data, but less than half have written protocols for either its verification or entry. A few
reporting units perform QA/QC checks on all the data retrieved and have the checking procedures
documented. Many of the units that retrieve data have established feedback mechanisms to initiate
corrective actions for suspect data found in their data repositories, but these procedures are not
documented in their QPs. Some reporting units are responsible for managing data repositories and
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perform QA/QC checks on the repository records, and many of the units have a mechanism to provide
feedback to the generator for suspect data.

6.3 Lands and Recreation
The two reporting units in the Lands and Recreation area are the Division of State Lands (DSL) and the
Division of Recreation and Parks (DRP). DRP indicated that it follows internal SOPs for projects specific to
individual parks and uses DEP SOPs for drinking water and wastewater compliance sampling at
individual park facilities. However, DRP’s QP is missing key components for a well-documented quality
system such as sampling methods and data review protocols employed by their staff. DRP plans to
update the QP in 2018 to include this information. DSL has an up-to-date QP, but AEQAS recommends
that DSL evaluate their data use to determine whether staff should work to develop and document
standard procedures for data review.

Neither reporting unit indicated QA training needs. However, DRP staff received training for sea turtle
monitoring and conducted an internal training on data entry, and both divisions received QA training
from AEQAS.

The reporting units in DSL and DRP did not conduct any audits in 2017. While the frequency of audits
can be decided by DRP, performance audits are warranted for the environmental data generation
activities conducted by DRP, such as sample collection and field observations or measurements.

Although DSL is a data user, they did not report any data repository activity involving environmental
data. AEQAS will work with DSL to identify any environmental data use and appropriate QA procedures.
DRP enters, retrieves, and manages data repositories, but DRP has not established QA guidance and
procedures for their use. AEQAS will work with DRP staff to incorporate these QA elements in the QP
during the next revision.

Lands and Recreation has some needs for improving QA documentation and implementation of QA
activities. AEQAS will work with these reporting units to ensure that all QA activities are documented,
consistent and appropriately carried out by staff.

6.4 Regulatory Programs
6.4.1 Division of Waste Management, Office of Emergency Response and
Florida Geological Survey
The majority of reporting units from DWM, OER, and FGS identified as both data generators and data
users. Most of the data generators have SOPs they follow, and have checklists for evaluating data
generated. However, only half of generators report that all their SOPs are included in the QP. Many data
users do not have checklists to review the data they use. AEQAS can assist the reporting units in
identifying and developing tools for data evaluation for both generation and use, with emphasis on
improving the QA activities for data use.

Most employees within DWM, OER, and FGS received QA training. However, data assessment and data

reporting training needs were not met in some units, which may require a targeted approach for future
training. AEQAS will work with these groups to identify the specifics of training the staff need, and work
to determine the timeline and mode for providing trainings.
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One reporting unit conducted two external audits. The auditors had checklists to conduct the audit, but
they did not follow up with corrective actions. Some reporting units conducted internal audits and
followed through with corrective actions. This report did not include DWM audit activities that may have
been conducted in the districts. AEQAS will work with DWM in the coming year to evaluate QA goals,
including those for training and auditing, as well as developing the appropriate tools to consistently
conduct audits.

Based on the reported data management information, documentation of data verification and protocols
for data repository use and management are not consistent across all reporting units. AEQAS
encourages staff to ensure there is documentation for verification of data entry, protocols for use of
data repositories, and mechanisms for follow-up action when suspect data are identified.

Efforts by management to develop a single quality plan for the waste programs that includes uniform
QA activities and criteria to be implemented by the districts were initiated prior to 2017, and AEQAS
encourages DWM to continue work on this project.

6.4.2 DWRM & Districts

The 2016 Annual QA Report identified inconsistent QA measures reported by DWM, DWRM and the
districts. After thorough evaluation of the QA metrics and how they relate to regulatory programs,
DWRM staff determined they need to make significant revisions to the methods used for gathering and
reporting QA information for DWRM. The QA workshop held in May 2018 between AEQAS, DWRM, and
the districts was the first step in revising the regulatory QA procedures and reporting. Over the next 6
months, DWRM and the district offices plan to develop one QP for all water regulatory programs
administered by the division. This QP will replace the individual district QPs and ensure that all DIWRM
water programs are using the same methodologies for data collection, data review, and training. It will
also identify goals for audits.

6.5 Overall Conclusions and Continual Efforts

By organizing the report into areas of the agency, we can better evaluate the various quality systems
and program-specific QA needs. AEQAS found that some parts of the agency have a more established
quality system based on the staff’s knowledge of QA issues, staff workloads, and organizational
relationship to AEQAS, while others need more specific training for their QA roles. QA has been an
integral part of training and practice for data generators, but has not been as consistently implemented
by data users. New staff are often expected to process data (e.g., permit or contract deliverables), but
lack the skills to evaluate the quality of those data.

AEQAS attempted to collect more qualitative information during the 2017 reporting process to better
understand the activities of the various parts of the agency and best serve department staff by
identifying training needs. AEQAS will continue its efforts to provide specialized training where needed,
and encourages leadership to support the continued establishment and documentation of QA goals and
expectations. AEQAS is also exploring options for creating QA training that would be tailored to and
potentially required for new employees if their job descriptions include environmental data generation
or environmental data use.
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AEQAS plans to participate in the refinement and documentation of the DWRM quality system. QA is
clearly a priority in the leadership of DWRM, and AEQAS will work with DWRM management and QAOs
to identify needed improvements and clarify QA responsibilities for DWRM QAOs and staff. In 2018,
DWRM plans to develop a comprehensive QP and identify practical goals and expectations for QA
activities. AEQAS plans to work with DWM in a similar fashion to create a more detailed, unified QP and
ensure consistency in implementation among districts.

The sustainability of this effort is dependent upon creating a pervasive culture of QA at DEP. AEQAS
encourages leadership to incorporate QA activities into business plan goals to make them more of a
priority within existing staff workloads.
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Appendix A: QA Officer and Quality Plans by Program as of June 2018

DIVISION OF WASTE MANAGEMENT

QA CONTACT LOCATION | PROGRAM QUALITY PLAN TITLE QP DATE
John Winters TLH Waste Cleanup/DOD Division of Waste QP Apr-16
Emily Hladky TLH Waste Cleanup/Site Investigation Division of Waste QP Apr-16
John Sykes TLH Waste Cleanup/Waste Site Cleanup Division of Waste QP Apr-16
Amber Igoe TLH Hazardous Waste Division of Waste QP Apr-16
Chad Fetrow TLH Solid Waste Division of Waste QP Apr-16
Tamara Blyden TLH Petroleum Restoration Program Division of Waste QP Apr-16
Elena Compton TLH District and Business Support Division of Waste QP Apr-16
Clark Moore TLH Operational and Program Performance Division of Waste QP Apr-16
DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
QA CONTACT LOCATION | PROGRAM QUALITY PLAN TITLE QP DATE
Andy Tintle TLH Waste Water and Storm Water NO QP NO QP
Management/Domestic Wastewater
Kevin Ledbetter TLH Waste Water and Storm Water NO QP NO QP
Management/Industrial Wastewater
Edgar SWD Phosphate Management Southwest District Phosphate Jan-15
GuerronOrejuela Management QP
Mike Tanski TLH Water Compliance Assurance Program NO QP NO QP
Leo Garcia TLH Water Compliance Program NO QP NO QP
Virginia Harmon TLH Drinking Water NO QP NO QP
Cathy McCarty TLH Aquifer Protection/UIC NO QP NO QP
Howard Hayes TLH Mining & Mitigation Program NO QP NO QP
FLORIDA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
QA CONTACT LOCATION | PROGRAM QUALITY PLAN TITLE QP DATE
Mitra Khadka TLH Applied Geoscience Services Quality Plan for the Florida Geological | Dec-17

Survey
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QA CONTACT LOCATION PROGRAM QUALITY PLAN TITLE QP DATE
Brooke Kincaid TLH Office of Emergency Response Bureau of Emergency Response QP Apr-17
DISTRICT OFFICES
QA CONTACT LOCATION PROGRAM QUALITY PLAN TITLE QP Date
Dawn Templin NWD - PEN Cleanup (Permitting program) Northwest District QP Sep-10
Katie Ates NWD - PEN Compliance Assurance Northwest District QP Sep-10
Ryan Godwin NWD - PEN Compliance Assurance Northwest District QP Sep-10
Jeanne Williams NWD - PEN Compliance Assurance Northwest District QP Sep-10
Chad Nowling NWD - PEN Compliance Assurance Northwest District QP Sep-10
Larry Couch NWD-PCBO Compliance Assurance (WW) Northwest District QP Sep-10
Bradley Hartshorn NWD - PEN Office of the Director Northwest District QP Sep-10
Kevin Holler NWD - PEN Compliance Assurance (PW) Northwest District QP Sep-10
Paula Smith NWD - PEN Compliance Assurance (PW) Northwest District QP Sep-10
Darrin McKeehen NED Waste Cleanup (Permitting) NED Domestic and Dec-14
Industrial Wastewater
Ben Piltz NED Drinking Water (CAPS) NED Water Resource Management QP | Feb-09
Nathan Hess CD Compliance Assurance Program CD Drinking Water Program QP Dec-10
Jenny Farrell CD Compliance Assurance Program CD Domestic and Jan-11
Industrial Wastewater
Wanda Parker-Gavin CD Compliance Assurance Program CD Groundwater Program QP Mar-11
David Smicherko CD Program Support Services CD Sampling and Biology Lab QP Jul-09
Kathleen Castor (Black) SWD Compliance Assurance Program SWD Domestic and May-16
Industrial Wastewater
Ramandeep Kaur SWD Compliance Assurance Program SWD Drinking Water QP May-16
Lisa Self SED - WPB Air/Waste/WF-CA/E program Southeast District QP Apr-15
Paul Wierzbicki SED - WPB Air/Waste/WF-CA/E program Southeast District QP Apr-15
Michele Owens SED - WPB Compliance Assurance Program Southeast District QP Apr-15
Charles Masella SD - FTM Waste Management South District QP Jul-11
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Jennifer Carpenter SD - FTM Compliance Assurance Program South District QP Jul-11
Gus Rios SD - Marathon | Marathon Branch Office South District QP Jul-11
Gary Hardie SD - Marathon | Wastewater and water South District QP Jul-11
sampling/ Marathon Branch
Gary Maier SD-FTM Program and Citizen South District QP Jul-11
Support Services
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND RESTORATION
QA CONTACT LOCATION PROGRAM QUALITY PLAN TITLE QP DATE
Jennifer Claypool TLH WQSP/Aquatic Ecology and Water Quality Standards Program Oct-17
Quality Assurance
Chandra Chandrasekhar TLH Bureau of Labs, Scientific Bureau of Lab QP Jan-18
Services Support Program
Jessica Mostyn TLH WQAP/Watershed Assessment Watershed Assessment Section QP Feb-11
Stephanie Sunderman- TLH WQAP/Watershed Monitoring Watershed Monitoring Section QP Jun-16
Barnes
Kalina Warren CD WQAP/ Regional Operations Center | Division of Environmental Mar-16
Assessment and Restoration,
Regional Operation Centers
Gary Maddox TLH WQE& TMDL/ GWM Groundwater Management Section Oct-15
James Albright TLH WQE&TMDL/ Watershed Watershed Evaluation and TMDL Apr-15
Evaluation & TMDL Section QP
Anita Nash TLH WQRP/Watershed Planning NO QP NO QP
and Coordination
Lisa Schwenning TLH Office of Watershed Services Watershed Data Services Section QP Mar-16
FLORIDA COASTAL OFFICE
QA CONTACT LOCATION PROGRAM QUALITY PLAN TITLE QP DATE
Kathryn Petrinec Ponte Verda FCO: Stationed at Marineland Varies by location; some offices have Various
Beach and part of GTM NERR QA documents, but have not been
submitted to AEQAS.
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QA CONTACT LOCATION PROGRAM QUALTIY PLAN TITLE QP DATE
Rhapsodie Osborne TLH Office of Ecosystem Projects Office of Ecosystem Projects Mar-15
DIVISION OF WATER RESTORATION ASSISTANCE
QA CONTACT LOCATION PROGRAM QUALITY PLAN TITLE QP DATE
Amanda Peck TLH Nonpoint Sources Management Quality Assurance Management Plan | Jul-2017
for the Division of Water Restoration
Assistance
DIVISION OF STATE LANDS
QA CONTACT LOCATION| PROGRAM QUALITY PLAN TITLE QP DATE
Elaine Mann TLH State Lands State Lands Jul-16
DIVISION OF RECREATION AND PARKS
QA CONTACT LOCATION| PROGRAM QUALITY PLAN TITLE QP DATE
Gregg Walker TLH Florida Park Services Florida Park Services Dec-12
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