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EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc has prepared the attached response to comments that were transmitted by 
the Department of Energy, Rocky Flats Office (DOE, RFO) and in the above referenced 
memorandum dated January 12,1994 These comments raised several issues regarding 
adherence to approved Standard Operating Procedures and Quality Assurance Overall our 
findings indicate that most of the concerns raised by DOE, RFO were a fair assessment of the 
documents that were reviewed However, some of the commentary alludes to the lndustnal Area 
Environmental Evaluation (IA EE) documents as being in a "final" form All of the IA EE documents 
were submitted to DOE, RFO as preliminary draft copies which were contemporaneously 
undergoing parallel review by EG&G EG&G has provided preliminary drafts of other documents in 
the past to DOE, RFO in an effort to aid in providing better communication and to reduce review 
periods for subsequent and more formal transmittals in the future However, if the same level of 
detailed formal comment and review is required for subsequent preliminary draft submittals, then 
the intent to save time and increase communciation IS lost and may be reconsidered 
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highest quality standards practically achievable Also, as requested, a corrective action proposal to 
rectify possible problems with procedural compliance and with the existing field data will be 
submitted to DOE, RFO on February 15,1994 
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EG&G has prepared corrective actions addressing the noncompliances listed in the DOE, RFO 
comments as part of the attached responses Also attached IS EG&G's Environmental Quality 
Support review of noncompliance issues regarding the field work performed for the IA EE The 
preliminary Phase I field data are currently ongoing revision and, once finalized, Environmental 
Quality Support will again assess their validity EG&G is also expediting the approval of the most 
recent draft Standard Operating Procedures to ensure that all future field activities meet the 
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If you have any questions or require additional information regarding this matter, please contact 
B D Peterman at extension 8659 or S G Berman at extension 8670 of Remediation Project 
Management 

s a t i g e r  " 
Associate General Manager 
Environmental Restoration Management 
EG&G Rocky Fiats, Inc 
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Attachment #1 

Page 1 o f  12 
SGS-073-94 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE ROCKY FLATS INDUSTRIAL AREA 

FEBRUARY 1, 1994 
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION - PHASE I 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

EG&G Rocky Flats (EG&G) wlshes to clanfy the context in which the referenced "Industrial Area 
Operable Units Environmental Evaluation" was reviewed. Comments Uansmitted in the 
Department of Energy Rocky Flats Office ( D O W O )  memorandum dated January 12, 1994 
address only the Field Sampling Plan (FSP) and the Phase I Data Summary, representlng only the 
first of three phases compnsmg the Industnd Area Environmental Evaluauon ( M E )  The M E  
FSP and the Phase I Data Summary were forwarded to DOERFO as a courtesy for informahon 
purposes only. The documents were undergomg parallel review by EG&G and were preliminary 
m nature. Ongmal field forms were appended to the Phase 1 Data Summary, again for informatxon 
only. Fmal transcnbed forms were intended for submittal to the files, but never to be included in 
the IAEE Technical Memorandum (TM), which SummanzeS the three phases of the IAEE A draft 
copy of the data summary for each of the three phases was prowded to DOERFO. A draft copy of 
the TM was also transmitted for review 

The DOEIRFO memorandum stam that nonconformance issues identxfied mcluded the followrng 

1) 

2) 
3) 
4) Improperly corrected field forms 

The use of unapproved Standard Operaung Procedures (SOPs), or not following 
approved SOPs; 
The use of an unapproved FSP, 
Performmg field work outside of the ume window specfied in the FSP, and 

The first issue, use of unapproved SOPs, relates to the fact that a later, draft version of SOPs dated 
1992 was used instead of the approved version dated 1991 In reality, the only vmatrons of the 
draft SOPs from the approved SOPs consist of the specified number of traps, the length of 
trappmg, and personnel quahfkatlon reqwrements All other significant aspects of the draft SOPs 
are the same as for the approved SOPs The draft SOPs were used as the basis for traning and 
implementauon. All personnel worlung on the IAEE either met or exceeded approved SOP 
personnel quahficauon requirements The rauonale for using the draft SOPs was based on the fact 
that the Indusmal Area (IA) has hmited ecosystems and the draft SOPs provide greater flexibdity 
in adapung to a study area having ecological condiuons which dlffer from those existlng for the 
buffer zone areas, for whch the approved SOPs were pnmanly wntten 

The second =sue, use of an unapproved FSP, pemns to the misunderstandmg that the copy of the 
draft FSP provided to DOE/RFO was a formal FSP requmg DOE/RFO and agency approval 
The FSP, perhaps more appropnately referred to as the Site Survey Plan (SSP), was provided to 
DOE/RFO for mformahon only to idenMy the planned survey sites for the IAEE In reality, the 
IAEE followed all teqmments of the formally approved TM for Operable Unit 9 (OU9). All 
three phases of the IAEE completed to date represent sub-phases withm Phase I of the OU9 TM 
The SSP was prepared in response to the draft SOP requirement of concurrence of site selecuon 
by the EG&G project manager The SSP also provided derads concemmg survey gnd and line 
spacmg whch the draft SOP requms to be speclfted m a FSP. The OU9 TM provides minlmal 
dead 

The thud issue, performing work outside the ame window of the FSP, relates to two possibdihes 
One possibrlity consists of the fact the OW9 TM calls for all ecological sampling to be conducted 
between Apnl and September. Many delays were mcumd m the process of finalimg the content 



of OU9 TM with the agencies, which underwent some revisions in the interest of using an 
“abbrevlated approach” for the EE at Operable Umt 4 (OU4) These changes were approved m TM 
3 for OU4. EG&G was stnvrng to mantam a current and consistent approach for operable units 
within the LA, which requued awaiung resoluhon with OU4 before proceedmg with the IAEE 
The second possibility conslsts of the fact that field work commenced after ssuance of the draft 
FSP/SSP but prior to the issuance of the draft frnal FSP/SSP. EG&G prowded comments to its 
subcontractor for incorporauon into a draft final FSP/SSP concurrent with authorization to 
proceed in the interest of expedtmg field activities. 

The fourth issue, improperly corrected field forms, relates to the observation by DOJYRFO 
reviewers that certsun notations taken in the field failed to comply completely with Quality 
Assurance requirements for legibility. The forms are being transcnbed as a result of the parallel 
review being conducted by EG&G A complete set of transcnbed forms will be submitted by 
February 15,1994 

In summary, many of the DOE/RFO comments relate to issues stemming from the fact that the 
documents and data in quesuon were preliminary in nature and were not intended for formal 
review EG&G recognizes that improved communication is needed to avoid similar 
mlsunderstandrngs rn the future. EG&G also recognizes the imperative need for total compliance 
with all Quality Assurance and SOP protocols, as well as mairlvning a strong, defensible 
technical rauonale, a combined goal for which perfecbon is nc always achievable EG&G 
beheves that the approach taken for the IAEE to date is defensible in the context of the OU9 TM 
Phase I survey acbvitm. However, EG&G is prepared to repeat the surveys in the spnng of this 
year to augment and venfy data ahady collected. 

Specific responses to comments follow. 

I 



SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Comment 1: NON-C Page 1-1 - The referenced IAEE is dated October 15,1993 Some 
of the data presented in the report was collected on October 13, 
1993. This results in a nonconformance per Sectton 15, OAPjP. It 
also appears that the work was done to a draft FSP, whch was not 
approved for use by DOE, EPA, or CDH. Th~s presents a second 
nonconformance per SecQon 15, QAPjP (working to an unapproved 

I 

P W .  

Corrective Action/ 
Response: The draft FSP was not intended to be a formal FSP q u h g  approvals. 

It was sent to DOE/RFO for informauon only RUST was granted 
conditional approval from EG&G for the draft FSP with the 
understanding that comments made by EG&G would be reflected in the 
draft final FSP and the field work. Verbal approval was granted on 
October 1 1  and RUST revised the IAEE FSP to reflect EG&G's 
comments for a second version on October 15,1993. 

Comment 2: NON-C Page 1-1 - The referenced SOP manuals appear in error The dates 
shown are 1992a and 1992b These procedures should have been 
dated 5/91. It appears that the contractor worked to procedures that 
were not adopted There also appears to be a problem with 
document distnbuhon since 1992a and 1992b were never issued for 
general use (nonconformance per Section 6, QAPjP, document 
control) 

Corrective Action/ 
Response: The SOPs used are currently being reviewed by EG&G The following SOPs 

were used. 

EE 6, Rev 1, Draft B (no date) Samphng of Small Mammals 
EE 7 ,  Rev 1,  May 1991 Samplmg of Birds 
EE 10, Rev 0, October 19,1992 Sampling of Vegetahon 
EE 11, Rev 0 October 19,1992 Idenhficaaon of Habitat Types 

The only vanahons of the draft SOPs from the approved SOPs consist of the 
specified number of traps, the length of trappmg, and personnel quahficauon 
reqwments All other sip.fh.nt aspects of the draf't SOPs are the same as for the 
approved SOPs The draft SOPs were used as the basis for trruning and 
implementahon. All personnel worlung on the IAEE either met or exceeded 
approved SOP personnel quaMcatlon requmments The rabonale for using the 
draft SOPs was based on the fact that the Industnal Area (IA) has limited 
ecosystems and the draft SOPs provide greater flexlbhty in adapttng to a study 
area having ecological condiuons whch differ from those exlstrng for the buffer 
zone areas, for whch the approved SOPs were pnmdy written 

EG&G is expeddng approval of these SOPs. 

Comment 3: S Page 1-1 - It should be noted that the bud secuon is included under a 
separate cover. 
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Response: The draft IAEE TM mcludes a summary of all the data collected under the same 
cover. 

Comment 4: E Page 1-1 - Specific Procedures should be highllghted It is unknown 
what procedures were actually used. No procedures in 1992b appear to 
be used. 

Response: The SOPs used are currently bemg reviewed by EG&G The followmg SOPs 
were used 

I 

EE.6, Rev 1 ,  Draft B (no date) Sampling of Small Mammals 
EE.7, Rev. 1,  May 1991 Samphg of Buds 
EE 10, Rev. 0, October 19,1992 Sampling of Vegerauon 
EE 1 1 ,  Rev 0 October 19,1992 Idenflicahon of Habitat Types 

Comment 5: S Page 1-1 - What work plan IS this work bemg accomphshed under? 

Response: The lAEE followed gudance from the OU9 TM. 

Comment 6: NON-C Page 2-1 - 3rd Para. - SOP EE-11 (1992a) was renamed 5 1 1  The 
correct procedure should be date 5/91. (nonconformance - Sechon 
6, W J P )  

Corrective Action/ 
Response: The SOP manual dated 5/91 references procedure EE.11 for Habitat 

Charactenzauon. The Table of Contents lists rocedures by EE 01 through 13, 
but each procedure 1s separately labeled at the ta as 5 01 through 13 EG&G will 
correct the labelmg so that it is conslstent with the text 

Pa e 2-3 - 3rd Para. - "Mowed at least annual1 'I. How can an assessor 
m e th~s call without any facts? Probable sho d delete 

This was an observauon by a trained biologist in vegetauon with three years of 
expenence at RFP. 

s UT Comment 7: S 

Response: 

Comment 8: S 

Response: 

Page 3-2 - 1st Line - Reference procedure 5 10 rather than Releve The 
page 111 whch the method IS descnbed is m section 6 3 of the procedure. 

Will correct to the following 'I Relev- methodology (Procedure EE 10 or 5 10, 
Section 6.3)". 

Comments 9: NON-C Page 4-1  - Trappmg was conducted over 3 rughts. - Procedure 5 6, 
secuon 6.2.1 mdicates that trapping should be conducted over 4 
nights. The procedure also mdicates that trapping should be done in 
the spnng and early fall. No s nng data was collected. 
(Nonconformance - SeChOn 3.0, QAPJ F ) 

Corrective Action/ 
Response: The draft SOP offers four nights of tra pm as a preference on1 , in draft 

nights I I ~  nxognicron of the lunited small mammal populatxons. Spnng survey data 
may stlll be collected, if determrned to be necessary 

procedure EE.6, Rev 1 ,  Draft B, sectton 4-15. fmpping was conducte d over three 
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Comment 10: S Page 4-1 - SOP EE 6 should be termed 5 6 It is clear how thrs could be 
confusing smce in the SOP Table of Contents, the procedure is terms 
EE 06 

Response: WIU correct to read "SOP EE 5 6" 

Comment 11: S Page 4-2 - How do we know whether the anrmals were trapped more than 
once Were they marked per the procedure? Data sheets do no indicate 
recapture 

Response: Draft SOP EE.6, Rev 1, Draft B, section 6.3 12 indxates that ca tured anmals 
should be marked, unless othemse specfied in the FSP. The d was designed 
to dtabvel  assess the resence or absence of mammal populations, as specdied 

Mammal Population Charactenzabon. It allows for other population assessment 
method to be emplo ed Professional udgement of senior professional was used 
as an alternatlve me ti od, and the ann ais were not marked. 

in %e O U ~  A. The ou 6 TM offers marking only as an ophon in section 4 4 4, 

Comment 12: E 

Response: 

Page 4-2 - Sectron 4 2 - Table 4 2 shows the Deer Mouk as rcproductrve 
Change the text to reflect this 

I 

Correctlons have been made or will be made where appropnate 

Comment 13: NON-C Page 4-2 - Sectton 4 3 - Table 4 3 shows 3 male WFD mice This 
change should be made No male WH mice were noted (Table 4 3 
shows 1 male WH mouse. The field data sheet shows none) 
(nonconformance - Sectton 3 0 QAPjP - data will be mdependently 
validated and rewewed for anomalous values) 

Corrective Action/ 
Response: Coactions have been made or will be made where appropnate 

Comment 14: NON-C Page 4-3 - 1st paragraph - the number of mice appear in error per 
table 4-3. (Nonconformance - Section 3 0, QAPjP - see above 
comment.) 

Corrective Action/ 
Response: Correctlons have been made or wll be made where appropnate. 

Comment 15: S Page 4-3 - Secuon 4 4,3rd line - "The trd was probably in use by feral 
cats and cottontad rabbits " What was the basis for thts comment? Tracks 
or feces? 

Response: The basis for the comment was 1) SIZE of trad (mouse runs are generally much 
smaller ~n size, 2) scattered rabbit pellets, and 3) the presence of cats 111 the vicwty. 

Comment 16: NON-C Tables 4 1 , 4 , 2 , 4  3 and 4 4 - The values are inconsistent between 
columns Example WFD mouse Table 4 1, Oct.14, 3 males 
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caught but 8 were juven.de. 43 errors were notxed 111 the tables, 
either by observauon or comparison with the raw data sheets. 
(Severe Nonconformance - Secuon 3 0, QAPjP see comment #13) 

Corrective Action/ 
Response: 

Comment 17: NON-C 

Correcbons have been made or wdl be made where appropnate 

Appenhx A, Survey Data forms are not numbered (14 pages). 
Nonconformance - Section 17.0, QAPjP under completeness, and 
EMD Admin Procedure # 17.01, Appendix 2. 

Corrective Action/ 
Response: The survey data forms were preliminary in nature and were 

numbered by sample location and not consecutxvely. This has been 
corrected with a consecutwe numbering system stamng at 1 and 
ending at 24. 

Comment 18: NON-C Form 5 10 - 14 pages - Appendix A - Nonconformance - Secuon 
17 0, QAPjP Record Quality: "QA records must be legible, 
idenufiable, complete, authenucated. .'I Most of the forms are not 
totally legible, with data recorded in the margms the appropnate 
cover class codes were not used, the species codes were not 
reported, there are crossouts, data is unreadable, it appears that 
some data was taken in the field and named later, crossouts are not 
initdled and dated, some fields are not fded in with values, notes 
were made on the forms instead of in the field notebooks. Without 
the appropnate coding, the data cannot be entered into the WEDS 
data base (Over 200 occurrences ) 

Cortective Action/ 
Response: These forms were prelimmary in nature and are being transcnbed to meet record 

qual@ requrrements 

Comment 19: NON-C Appendm B - Form EE6 A appears out of date. The correct form IS 
5 6A. Forms are simdar, but slightly different. It appears that 
EE6 A was replaced by 5 6A. Nonconformance with use of 
controlled documents (QAPjP, Secuon 6 0) Also same comments 
as comment #17, nonconformance with Section 17 0, QAPjP, 
"Correcuons shall be made by scnbmg a single black h e  through 
the mcorrect mformatlon, and entenng the correct information in 
close proximity to the h e  out Correcuons shall include data and 
mniuals 'I (Over 52 o c m n c e s . )  

Corrective Action/ 
Response: These forms were prelunxnary 111 nature and are berng transcnbed to meet record 

quahty reqwrements. 

Comment 20: NON-C Appendm B - Form EE6.A - Dates have been changed One form 
dated as October 14th is signed on October 13th. In addition, form 
5 OE was not used at all. 
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Correction Action/ 
Response: The date was a transcnphon error and has been c~rre~ted .  The field form used for 

the survey is provided u1 draft procedure EE.6, Rev 1, Draft B, Form EE.6A 

Comment 21: NON-C The overall quahty of this document IS poor, and is not complete nor 
defensible. Acceptance of t h ~ ~  document by the M&O Contractor 
represents a nonconformance under Section 7.0 of the QAP’P. 
Acceptance cnteria of items and services include technical 
vedkation of data produced and receipt inspection through peer 
review. It does not appear that either was accomplished. 

Corrective Action/ 
Response: The Phase I Data Summary was intended to be an informal document to provide 

information on the progress of the IAEE. This Phase I Data Summary was a draft 
and therefore was not accepted by EG&G. The overall IAEE is summarized in a 
draft TM dated December, 1993, whch has been submitted to DOE for review. 
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Phase I Data Summar Industrial Area Environmental Evaluation 
Graft, October 1993 # 

Reviewed by: D.A. Anders, Aguirre Engineering 

Comment 1: Although I reahze the tune frame for completton and release of this Draft of the 
Phase I Data Summary for the Industrial Area (IA) Environmental Evaluatlon (EE) 
was very short (approxlmately two weeks), it is mmehately apparent that there are 
a large number of technical edittng errors that need to be corrected. I have marked 
m copy of this document to mdcate the chan es that need to be made, a cop of 

EG&G prior to transmittal o the document to DOEAZRD. 
w i ich is attached. This e of tech ehtmg s % ould have been accomphshe J by tyF 

Response: Inconsistencies in the raw data and summary tables have been eliminated as part 
of a parallel review D A Anders' marked copy contained very few other 
edits, as was noted during review of the marked up copy provided to EG&G 

Comment 2: Since this was a draft copy, all the pages should have been overprinted with 
"DRAFT", or have "Draft" stamped on some or all of the pages 

Response: This document was intended as an information only co y and not a formal 
submittal The document was bound with a cover marke s draft, which EG&G 
considers to be sufficient 

Comment 3: Of more concern are what are, to me, major problems with the raw data input. 

Botanical survey sheets For the most part these are well done, and the 
onl concerns are* (1) there were some unacceptable multlple stnkeovers 

the 'I+, -, x, and 0'' system used was not ex lamed, neither in the text nor 

vacant, (4) the sheets were not signed, and only the observers' iniuals 
were mdicated, and (5) second sheets should have been used instead of 
adding lines for species to the first sheet, such as for the 10114 and 10115 
dates Field notes rn acce table in the mar ins, but not s ecies hsts, (6) 

num Be r not annotated on two pages 

Mammaban survey sheets These data sheets are possibly both for a 
scienMic and QA standpoint completely unacceptable, and the study may 
have to be repeated. 

Proper QA procedures indicate that when errors are to be corrected, a 
single h e  is scnbed through the erroneous data, whxh is then iniualed 
and dated, and the correct informabon noted very nearby. Stnkeovers, 
such as the dates on all of the mammal and two of the botanical survey 
sheets, are not acceptable 

Specifically, I am concerned with the followmg: 

an B scnbbled deleuons, (2) the key for % cover was not followed, and 

in the raw data footnotes, (3) some of tE e cover class columns were 

one age was dated 8/14p93 instead of 1 8 /14/93; (7) keld notebook 

At a rmnunum, these sheets need to be reconstructed c o m t l  , If this wdl 
be acceptable to the QA people If this is rzpf acceptable, l e  study wlll 
have to be re eated. I have discussed this at length with Dave George, 
DOEEERD'S 8~ person 
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No Field Notebook pa es are recorded on any of the fieldnote forms in 

and recordmg of all notes ln the Field Noteboo r the Appendices. EE 0 t! secbon 7 of the SOP s rfically requires the use 

Response: The prehinary field data sheets are belng transcnbed from the exlstmg field 
sheets to correct QA concerns. The field data collected are stdl valid (species 
lnformatlon on presence, relabve abundance, cover, etc.) in spite of QA 
concerns 

Comment 4: Spec& comments on the general content of the document include the request that 
the Table of Contents (and, therefore, the text) should be expanded to include the 
mrnimum informatton outlined by RAGS II, insofar as required by the Work 
Plan. The Work Plan (Tech Memo for OU9) three components (i.e., [l] survey 
for migratory bird foragmg, breedmg, and nesting habitat; [2] survey for the 
presence of Species of Concern (SOC) and/or their criucal habitat; and [3] 
ecotoxicologcal mvesugahon for the potenhd for biohc dispersal of contaminants 
from OU9 into adjacent watersheds, etc ) wlll be accomplished. When the avian 
data has been mcluded, this document wlll minimally meet the first two Part (3) 
will be accomplished during Phase II. 

Suggested outline, per RAGS 11 and the Work Plan. 

Execubve Summary 
1 OIntroduction . 

1 lobjecl~ves 
12scope 

2 0 Identificahon of Habitat Types 
2.1 Vegetation Survey 

2 1.1 East Dramage Study Area 
2 1 2 North Pond and Seep Study Area 
2 1 3 Northwest Dramage Study Area 
2 1.4 West Ratlroad Study Area 
2 1 5  WestAreaStudy Area 

2 2 1 - 2 2.5 (as for Vegetahon, above) 

2 3.1 - 2 3.5 (as above) 

2 2 Small Mammal Survey 

2 3 Blrd Survey 

3 .O References 
Lrst of Tables 
List of Figures 
Appencllces 
Appendix A Habitat and Vegetauon Survey 
Appendur B Small Mammal Survey 

The EPA guidance document enbtled "Framework for Ecological Risk 
Assessment" dated February 1992 was used as a basis for an outhe ensunng all 
elements of the OU9 TM were included. The gmdance postdates and builds on 
RAGS IL The outhe also rncorporated the approach approved by the agencies 
and recommended by DOE in a memorandum dated June 8, 1993 
(ERD . SRS.06509). 

Response: 

Comment 5: Even though Part 3 was to be completed d m g  Phase 11, the results of Phase I 
were intended to imbate development for a Biota Transport,Model (BTM), if 
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warranted by the results of Phase I A BTM is a prelction of contarnrnant loads 
disperssm outward in biohc vectors from the LA, and is mtended to complement 
data on a % iohc contammant transport (Secuon 9.5.1 2, Tech Memo). lhs needs 
to be addressed in the EE. ObjeCtweS of Phase II field sampling program as 
o u b e d  in the Tech Memo, Secbon 9 5 2. ms informauon wdl be u a z e d  in 
developing the ecolo ical risk assessment, remdaQon cnteria, and operable wt 
coordmauon for the hi (Tech Memo, Secuon 9 5 4) 

Response: The BTM has been developed as part of the draft IAEE TM. 

Comment 6: Section 9.4 4 (Tech Memo) indicates that all surveys would occur between the 
begmning of Apd and the end of September (1992) for OU9 (the SOP indicates 
untd the end of October, but this was amended b the Work Plan), and it is 
assumed that thrs tune frame would be the same for x e other OUs. Given that the 
date has slipped from 1992 to 1993, it is unclear why the study was conducted in 
mid-October Possibl thls was the earliest it could be conducted due to contract 
constmnts. The Apnt- September window was selected to rovide the height of 

ph ytoflorescence 

The unpact of lettmg the field rogram slip to October and November was to miss 
the breeding nod for buds. h e r e  was no impact to the small mammal survey 

present and behavior of young Dunng the tra ping program, many young deer 
mice and western harvest mice were observed &a d or in the field) dis rsing 

of the captured individuals Had trapping occurred dunng September, these 
observahons and data would have been missed. 

the summer season to maximize mammalian capture an g the occurrence of 

In fact, this 8" elay probably helped to provide addiuonal information on species 

from nests. This juvemle Qspersal was reCognimf6 the weight, size an 8" pelage 

Response: 

The delay into mid October was jusufied given the mild fall weather, dunng 
which ume only one sigdicant frost event occurred pnor to the survey Because 
the survey was qualitatwe in nature, it was possible to determine presence and 
absence of all  key plant and mammal species in thls later tune frame. 

Comment 7: The Tech Memo (Secbon 9) also specified that directed surveys for several 
threatened or endangered species (or suitable habitat for these species of concern) 
would be accomplished. These species include. Diluviurn (or Ute) Lady's 
Tresses (Spiranthes drluviabs), forkup threeawn (Arisnda basiramea), Colorado 
butterfly plant (Gaura neomexicana vur coloradensis); and Preble's jumping 
mouse (Za us h reblei) It is unclear whether this was to be accomplished 
under I or Aase $but no menuon of it is made in the IAEE 

Other Species of Concern (SOC) potentially present at RFP but less llkely to 
occur m the IA are the white-faced ibis (Numenrus amerrcanus), fern inous 

were not found dunng the Phase I studies. A complete list of species of concern 
1s gven m Table 1 of the Tech Memo 

Several of these species were eliminated based on prior site knowledge and 
experience. The Diluvium Lady's Tresses and the Colorado butterfly plant 
require dlfferent habitats than those found in the IA. Habitats for the forkup 
threeawn and the Preble's jumping mouse do exist in the IA, but none were 
found. Smtable habitats for the other species are not present m the SA, although 
some of the hawks have been seen f l p g  overhead. 

Table 3.1 (botanical data) should be revised to indicate both common and 

hawk (Buteo re ah), Swamson's hawk ( B .  swainsoniz), and swift fox ( b ul es 
velox) None o f these species were noted on the species hsts for the IA, so tfey 

Response: 

Comment 8: 
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botanical names Table 3 1 could be deleted, as the information would be 
indicated in the tables for individual study sites (see #8, below), however, the 
aggregated mformatlon 1s of interest and value 

Response: EG&G beheves that t h s  is unnecessarily redundant I 

Comment 9: Tables 3.2 through 3 6 should be developed to indicate botamcal dormation for 
each mdlwdual study sites, as was done for the mammahan study. 

Response: This C O r I W " I  can be made. 
- 

Comment 10: Since the informauon on the bird survey is probably completed by this date, the 
avian data should be treated m a sundar manner to that of the other stuhes. 

Response: These data has been included rn the draft M E  TM 

Comment 11: Inconsistencies were noted between the informauon given in the raw data, the 
text, and the tables on the mammalian data which should be corrected I have 
mdicated the changes on the attached edited copy -=** 

Response: Comuons have been ma& or wdl be made where appropnate. 

Comment 12: I disagree with the way the total numbers of annals are represented in Table 4 
When a date is given as a headmg, the total number of animals captured on that 
date should be given, not the total number of  animals for the enure study (see 
edited copy, attached) 

Response: The table present numbers captured on the date captured These data are lndicated 
m the body of the table. 

Comment 13: All of the references cited in the Tech Memo m Secbon 9 3 Resource and Habitat 
Descnptlon and Sectlon 9 4 Habitat and Brota Surveys (RFI/RI Phase I) should 
have been integrated mto the document. Methodologies for ecologcal surveys at 
RFP are specrfied m the EG&G SOP 

Response: EG&G followed requirements of OU9 TM in  additlon to the EPA guidance 
enutled "Framework for Ecological hsk Assessment" dated February 1992. The 
OU9 TM does not contam Sections 9 3 and 9 4 These sections appear in the 
OU9 Phase I RFVRI Work Plan All requvements of the OU9 TM superceed the 
Work Plan. 

Comment 14: As the EG&G SOP for Ecology specfies that a Master's Degree and two years of 
field expenence m the mrnlmum qualrficauons requrred of personnel conductmg 
the surveys, a resume Sectton should be mcIuded 111 the fma document. Joe 
Memo (mammalian survey) has a dual Ph.D On the botazucal survey, I am 
assuming that "DAT" is Darcy A Tiglas, M.S., and "SAB" is Samuel A 
Bamberg, Ph D , both of who certamly meets the reqwrements. I am cunous 
about "Bruce J Bevirt" and "Ned S." (mammahan survey) 

I 
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Response: Mr. B. Bevirt has a MS in the sciences. He was a cleared escort for that day. 
Neil Holstein was also a cleared ~ S C O R  Both held traps but did not participate in 
handhng or identlficauon of arumals. These indwduals were not integral to the 
survey. 

- 

Comment 15: Figures 1 - 6B were developed by RUST and should coincide very closely with 
the Rocky Flats Vegetabon Map The Tech Memo states that the Phase I data be 
used to vahdate or correct the Rocky Flats Vegetauon Map (Section 9.4.4.1). In 
general, I concur with the informabon presented on the map figures, with the 
followmg exceptlons: 

Figure 2 IAEE East Drainage; 
Figure 4 IAEE Northwest Dramage, 
Figure 6A IAEE West Area 

Each of these maps missed areas that have been designated as wetland m the 
EG&G Land Use Manual Secuon 9 3.4 of the Work Plan specrfically states that 
wetlands have been idenwied m the IA, and "(t)hese may be evaluated by releve 

1 plots for collcction of phytosociological data on density and species 
composiuon." I saw no menuon of wetlands in either text or figures, and no 
releve plots of any data relatmg to wetlands 

The information collected during the field surveys will be checked against the 
Rocky Flats Vegetahon Map to make any correcuons necessary. 

Response: 
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Surveillancc Sulycct 

The pcrforrnance and product of Environmenhl E\ aluations perfmed to suppon OUs SGS-073094 

Surveillance Scope Surveillance will venfy that work was performed in compliance with approved procedures 

Personnel Contacted 

Suzanne Brrman - RPM 
Tim O'Roude - RPM 
Bruce Peterman - RPM 

Fred Harrington - EPM 

Steve N e w  - EGWM 
Bruce Bevirt - NCPA 

L 3 q  Woods - EPM 

Surveillance Rcsults 

0 Executive Summar? 

lhis surveillance was originally initiated as a result of an Environmental Evaluation EE) that was completed to support the 
:ombined Industrial OVs (8 9,10,12 12, 14) There were concerns expresscd that the €E was not completed to approved 
xocedurcs and therefore mav contain data that inay be considered as possibly nondefensiblc The prcpondcrance of evidence 
hould indicate t h d  the orh ma\ ha\e been performed IO draft procedures that do not necessarily align with the approved 
irocedures In addition, i f  would appear that qome of the work perfornled inat  not conform 10 ani' procedures, draft or dpprovcd 

0 Dcficicncics 

DR EQS/9+OOI 6 -The En\ ironmenl,il E\ aluation performed lor the Industrial Arc.\ Ficld Sdinpling Plan W ~ S  not conductcd i n  

compliance \\ i ih approved procedures 

Sur\ ciilancc Team 

Team \tcmbers S D Chestnut 

hCRs for deficiencies i~liscrved during this surveillance are attached. 

Dare 

ORIGINAL 



Surveillance Date 01-20-94 
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EGBG ROCKYFLATS EMD 

Surveillance Report 
ct4$ 

ENVlRONMENTAL MANAGEMEhT 
DEPARTM W'T SUr~eillmCe NO EQS-EPhj-9.$-0:! 

* 

Comments On 01-13-94 the surveillance team was contacted by Tim O'Rourke (RPM) Mr ORourke was concerned that 
there had been an Environmental Evaluation (EE) performed outside the scope of the apprwed EE procedures 5-21 000-OPS-EE 
Mr 0'RourI.e further s k e d  that Envuonmental Quality Support attend a fact finding meeting schediiled for 10 00 January 17, 
199.1 The purpose o f  the meeting was to determine what procedures and process Environmental Protection Management (the 
organization responsible for EEs) had uulized to conduct the EE 

It was stated by EPM that the EE's may have been performed to draft procedures because there was sufficient technical 
jusufication to warrant the minor changes that the draft procedures incorporated over the approved procedures EPM felt that the 
only deviation from approved procedures that was of  any consequence could have been a change from 4 nights trapping to 3 
nights tnpping in the small mammal sampling procedure. To provide additional confidence of this statement, the survcillance 
team juxtaposcd the approved procedures and the draft procedures The major differences identified arc s follows 

Approved procedures rquire 4 nights of trapping for small mammals - draft procedures require 3 nights 
Approved procedures require a minimum of a Masters degree (respecuve to the science) with 2 years experience - the 

Approved procedure forms are formatted differently than the draft procedures 
The method of  killing the small mammal for biological samples can vary between the approved and draft 
Pellet counts for large mammals we somewhat different between the draft and the approved process 

dnft  procedures allow for a Bachelors degree with 4 years expenence 

Though there may be technical justification for the above listed deviations, they are nonetheless deviations and therefor&, require 
identification and corrective actlon EQS is issuing DR # EQS194-0016 for work acuvities not being performed rn compliance 
with the governing procedure 

In addition to the Deficiency Report, it is recommended that management may want to consider rework of the Environmental 
Evaluation o f  vepetauon This recommendation stems from the fact that some of  the cntical information may be missing from 
the report and may not be reproducible without re-work 

CONCLUSION 
Teclinrcally the approved procedures and the draft procedure may be ! irtually the same Adminismtrvely there may be some 
problems with the process used by those performing the work EPM stated that they assumed responsibility for the procedures in  
April ot 1993 and therefore, if is responsibilitv of  EPM to establiFh appro\cd procedures for qualit) affecting actn itits prior 10 
the commencement of work (Quality Assurance Manual QR-5) Conversations with some of the EPM staft bould indicate that 
schedule was concidered a prronry and was the basic root cause for the noncompliance 
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