Brookhaven National Laboratory

ESH&Q / Director’s Office

Environmental Management System (EMS) Review

December 9, 2003

Attendees:   G. Goode, J. Selva, D. Bauer, D. Bennett, M. Clancy,L. Sbarra, R. Lee, K. White, J. Granzen, D. Ports, J. Usher, S. Hoey, J. Tarpinian, S. Stein, G. Todzia, C. Schaefer, K. Conkling 

John Selva, Environmental and Waste Management Services Division Field Services Manager, conducted the Senior Management Review of the FY03 ESH&Q / DO EMS Program.  A copy of the review presentation is attached.

The following areas were reviewed:

· ESH&Q / DO EMS program documentation

· Significant environmental aspects

· Objectives and targets

· Review of assessments

· Non-conformances

· Improvements / accomplishments

· Financial investments

· Senior management evaluation

*********

Recommendations and Questions:

Recommendation:

Ken White, representing CEGPA’s Assistant Laboratory Director, commented that the EMS Program is well administered.  He recommended that the EMS Program staff take the lead to share and solicit P2 ideas, ways of reducing chemicals, etc., with appropriate Laboratory staff (take the show “on the road”).

Response:

George Goode explained that field deployed Environmental Compliance Representatives (ECRs) and Waste Management Representatives (WMRs) are already playing that role within various BNL organizations, for instance at times ECRs have actually written P2 proposals for departments, for which we take credit.  An ISO14001 EMS Management Review for Level I Managers is scheduled for December 15, 2003.  L. Sbarra commented that it is a good idea to do these reviews of other areas of the Laboratory, like including the Occupational Medicine Clinic in today’s review.

Discussion / comments during presentation:

Significant Environmental Aspects

· Doug Ports suggested that hazardous materials transport issues should be added.

· It was agreed that Chemical Storage should be the aspect for ITD’s Hazardous waste (battery banks)

Targets/Measures – add the Waste Management Program Monthly Report to the list.

Objective 4.2 Targets/Measures – P2 

· Goode stated that $60,000 was allocated for P2 projects this fiscal year, compared to $120,000 last year.  The annual P2 project Call for Proposals has gone out with submittals due to the P2 Council by December 31, 2003. 

· The advantages for ITD to retrofit lead acid batteries with gel cells are, although both are hazardous waste, lead acid batteries are more hazardous than gel batteries and they take up more space than gel batteries.

· Radiological Controls Division’s elimination of 5 gallons of mixed waste by neutralization saved a lot of money.

Objective 4.2 WM Cleanup Activities

· Target 1 – vacate Building 802; Measure 1 – system is shut down and drained. ADS money is needed to D&D.  Steve Hoey suggested looking at alternative funding.

Debbie Bauer reviewed the hazardous and industrial generation detail for ESH&Q.  Dramatic differences in fiscal years were explained, i.e., spike in 2002 due to 6000 lbs of old film badges.  Occupational Medicine Clinic “bulk photo” item is x-ray.  Medical waste is not tracked because there is very little of it, but will look at it again next year if volume increases. 

Radioactive liquid waste generation detail was reviewed.  The spike in FY2002 from legacy Building 810 D Tank #3 low-level waste needs to be monitored.  The purged and decontaminated water from AGS Tritium wells was identified as being from the G-2 experiment.

K. White asked about considering the reuse of the purged water.  G. Goode said that discussions have taken place about the feasibility of (a) putting it back into purged wells if tritium content is not over drinking water standards or (b) returning it to the Collider Accelerator Department where it could be used as a source of refilling their systems.

The recommendation was made to use caution when forecasting; the ESH&Q forecast is consistently high. 

Ports asked if the best long-term approach is the integration of ESH&Q and DO EMS. 

Selva responded that he is confident with the integration. With the exception of Waste Management, the DO and ESH&Q organizations are more administrative in nature.  The Director’s Office has very few significant environmental aspects and therefore did not justify having a separate EMS program.  The combined program still keeps the value high and with the same efficiency.

Directorate Objective 4.3, WM Continual Improvement Objective – Target / Measure 7.

Target 7 was to consider a pilot of the direct shipment of hazardous waste from 90-day accumulation areas.  Goode explained the results of the pilot study that was conducted recently.  Using details of waste generated in FY02 in Life Sciences, two vendors were asked what the costs would be to mobilize and package waste from their 90-day areas.  Added to the cost was what WM’s involvement would be to support the project.  Although the vendors’ quotes were within $8,000 of each other, the final resulting cost was considerably less if WM did the entire project ($50,000) vs. vendor cost ($70,000).

Directorate Objective 4.3, WM Continual Improvement Objective – Target / Measure 10.

Target 10 was to participate in the Nuclear Facilities Strategy to consolidate all nuclear materials storage at the WMF.  It was suggested that Measure 10 should be changed from “in progress” to develop a long-term plan where to store nuclear materials.

Review of Assessments – the very important Tier 1 process was discussed. If posted on the Laboratory’s web-site, Tier 1 results would be of interest to many people, including those who have experienced similar problems.  Recommendation made to include these suggestions when revising the ESH 1.2.0 into a subject area.

Non-conformances

· a SPDES excursion for pH was not immediately reported to the Subject Matter Expert – levels will be posted at sample locations

· glycol releases greater than one pound not reported to ORPS – a request has been made to BAO to increase to 20 pounds

Senior Management Program Evaluation:

Question:

 Is the EMS Program effective in achieving:

· Environmental policy commitments?  P2C4
· The objectives and performance measures? (CO/O/PMs from SAP)

Response:  yes

Question:

Is the EMS Program adequate in terms of:

· Identifying Significant Environmental Aspects and Impacts?

· Resource allocation?

· Information systems?

· Staff expertise?

· Procedural requirements?

Response:  yes

Question: 

Are the Objectives and Performance Measures or EMS System suitable in terms of:

· Environmental impacts and current conditions?

· Concerns of Stakeholders?

· Current and future Regulatory requirements?

· Business interests, technological capability?

· Internal organizational or process changes?

· Should additional internal performance measures be established?
Response:   yes
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