[image: image1.png]BROOKHFIAEN

NATIONAL LABORATORY




Building 463

P.O. Box 5000

Upton, NY 11973-5000

Phone 631 344-5756

Fax 631 344-6398

emrick@bnl.gov

managed by Brookhaven Science Associates
for the U.S. Department of Energy 

DATE:
September 23, 2002

TO:

Distribution

FROM:
Ann Emrick, EMS Management Rep., Life Sciences

SUBJECT:
Life Sciences EMS  & Operations Management Review Minutes

The Life Sciences EMS and Operations Management Review took place on September 23, 2002 in the Biology Department Conference Room.  In attendance were:  

T. Sheridan, N. Volkow, C. Anderson, J. Gatley, W. Gunther, L. Cunniff, K. Carney, L. Mausner, J. Bullis, S. Ferrone, D. Bennett, B. Hooda, R. Lee, G. Goode, D. Paquette, C. Harris, A. Emrick, J. Granzen, N. Foster.

The presentation focused on the Life Sciences Environmental Management System (EMS) but also included other safety, health and program support activities. The presentation is attached.  The purpose of the meeting was to assess the adequacy, suitability, and effectiveness of the EMS Program as required by ISO 14001, and to evaluate the Life Sciences Safety, Health and support programs.   

Issues discussed during the presentation were:

· Occupational Medical Clinic’s Surveillance Program – employees that work with blood borne pathogens as required by OSHA require an annual medical physical. Others that feel a need to get a yearly physical or those that work with etiologic agents may also get a physical. The physical can be completed at the OMC or at their own private physician’s office.   Non-employees that require inclusion on protocols need to be incorporated into OMC’s program.  At this point they are not seen by the OMC. 

Action: Provide OMC with list of all non-employees who require medical surveillance so they can determine a mechanism for ensuring they are fit for duty.

· Did the P2 Committee provide feedback to the MO Dept. as to why the RAN proposal failed to win funding? Yes they did as the BNL P2 Committee publishes the list of funded projects. (editor’s note: while the RAN project would save MO Dept. funding and the payback period was approx. a year, the P2 Council did not rate it high due to the fact that amount of radwaste was not reduced vs. existing procedures.) (Volkow)

Action: Resubmit the RAN proposal for FY03 Pollution Prevention funding.

· CERF and PuBe rad sources (WBC) – attempting to find users of surplus sources as LANL may be interested. As of April 10, 2003, there will be new DOE nuclear safety regulations. If the surplus sources are removed from MO Dept. buildings it will strengthen our case to keep the CERF and WBC as non-nuclear. This will ease regulatory burdens and lower operating costs. These surplus sources should be removed per N. Volkow.  

Action:  Volkow needs to address this during GPP funding discussions at Management Council.

· B801 Vulnerability Report published – how much will it cost for the formerly used F and D tanks to be removed? $700K and this should be a high priority item on the ADS list (this project is anticipated to be ranked high for funding in FY2004). The ADS Binning Committee is the BNL entity that rates ADS items and Bill Gunther is on this committee. A project of this importance should have been rated   high in previous years and already completed. There is a future potential risk to the environment if the tanks are not removed. The initial cost for this project when it was ranked several years ago was $1M and now it has been reduced to $700K due to some of the work having already been completed.

Action: B. Gunther to address at Binning Committee where FY04 funding is discussed.  N. Volkow to address at Management Council.

· The transfer line project from Bldg. 801 to 811 has been funded already after an Issue and Decision (I and D) Paper was written. Along with this work, the Bldg. 802 stack drain project was also the subject of an I&D Paper.  The paper lays out different options for the Policy Council to decide upon in terms of additional monitoring, complete removal of piping, risk assessments or continuing on the same pathway. In the past, EM funding was requested for these projects but it was unsuccessful. 

Action: I&D paper will be on the agenda for the next Policy Council meeting.

· The BLIP air concerns were discussed and the preliminary plan is to reduce the emissions of carbon-11, reduce the operating cycle, and to have a face-to-face meeting with the EPA to discuss alternatives. The BAO has requested more concrete engineering alternatives from MO Dept. reps. before meeting with the EPA. All alternatives have their own issues and the latest alternative is to use the CAD beam-line pipes to act a delay line. The alternatives being explored require support from the Plant Engineering Dept. in terms of HVAC preliminary design work. A potential solution seems to be limiting the # of operating hours but EPA will probably require Continuous Emissions Monitoring (CEM) due to historical BNL provided information to the EPA. 

Action:  ESD will attempt to negotiate with EPA on the need for CEM without having to get a NESHAPs permit for rad emissions based on the reduced operating hours for next year.

Action: Plant Engineering  and C-A to do preliminary design on different scenarios.  ESD to present the most feasible to EPA and agree on a path forward.

· The groundwater sampling results for monitoring wells at the BLIP indicated higher than usual tritium results this month. However, more recent results indicate the levels have dropped to previous concentrations and the elevated levels may have been due to seasonal effects. 

Action:  Continue monitoring and briefing management on results.

Evaluation of the EMS by Management:

1. Is the EMS Program effective in achieving environmental policy commitments?  (Compliance, Pollution Prevention, Community Outreach, Clean-up, Continual Improvement).

a) Yes, EMS program is effective.  

2. Is the EMS Program effective in achieving the objectives and performance measures?

Yes, most measures have been met.  The few that remain will be carried-over and addressed in FY03 goals. They include the following:  

· Remove legacy 801 waste tanks (Director’s Office - owner)

· Address BLIP and 801 air monitoring issues,

· Continue to seek funding to dispose of additional excess materials

 P2 initiatives are great, performed well, and are well received by scientific staff.  This helps to garner support for the environmental programs.

3. Is the EMS Program adequate in terms of:

· Identifying Significant Environmental Aspects and Impacts? Yes
· Resource Allocation? Yes.  
· Information Systems? Yes
· Organizational Issues – Staff Expertise; Procedural Requirements? Yes 
Overall the EMS program is adequate.  

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

· Environmental Impacts and Current Conditions? Yes
· Concerns of Stakeholders? Yes
· Current and Future Regulatory Requirements? Yes
· Business Interests; Technological Capability? Yes
· Internal Organizational or Process Changes? Yes
· Should additional internal performance measures be established? No
5.  Recommended Revisions to:

· Environmental Policy and Commitments? No
· Objectives and Performance Measures?  Along with the completion of the remaining FY02 objectives and targets, other FY03 objectives/measures discussed and include:
a. Tier 1 Program improvement, especially the problems associated with satellite waste areas (BNL Lab-wide problem).

b. The Bldg. 801 basement flood release should not be categorized with other minor spills (e.g. motorcycle spill in Bio). Are resources being allocated properly? Need to use the graded approach. Is there a BNL-wide policy for dealing with major and minor spills? Does the SBMS SA on spills separate major vs. minor? Yes, there are deminimus spills that are non-reportable to regulatory agencies as well as spills from personal vehicles and there are spills to the environment.  

c. The recent 0% grade on the peroxidizable chemical audit was not a fair metric as the chemical found (THF) was unlikely to be a peroxide former. Need anhydrous conditions for peroxides to form and the BO Dept.’s applications are unlikely to form these compounds. In the past the CO Dept. found solid peroxide crystals in an older container. Rocky Pt. School has had previous peroxide forming compounds in the form of perchlorate salts.

d. The nuclear facility classification of the CERF was first decided in 1995 and it should remain unchanged (nothing is in writing from DOE stating no change will occur). Currently, the CERF is not operating due to the recent incident.

e. The Cryo-EM upgrade project is behind schedule due to a contractor ordering the wrong parts. This could adversely affect the project as DOE funding is in jeopardy. The reason for the delay may be due to system inaccessibility when planning the job. This project has been three years in planning. Need better process for requesting what PI’s require before they come to BNL. Perhaps the new hires should arrive at BNL earlier so that adequate planning is performed – Chair issue.

f. The Bldg. 802 large stack will probably be taken down in the future.

g. Roof leaks still occurring despite the roof patches.

h. Research in one laboratory was stopped to do a planned upgrade to HVAC (Anderson-virus lab).  The plan was for it to be down for 2 weeks, ended up taking several months because of the wrong parts being ordered.

i. Concern that the ownership issue at Bldg. 801 has not been adequately addressed. Senior management must be made aware of problems at Bldg. 801 but funding is unavailable for MO Dept. personnel to rectify the problems. Response from Dept. Dir. Of Ops.: MO Dept. has to strongly communicate problems to lab management and then management can facilitate action.
· Elements of EMS? No
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