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The Life Sciences EMS and Operations Management Review took place on September 22, 2003 in the Biology Department Conference Room.  In attendance were:  

J. Tarpinian, C. Anderson, J. Gatley, W. Gunther, L. Mausner, J. Bullis, S. Ferrone, R. Lee, G. Goode, D. Paquette, A. Emrick, J. Selva.  Presentation and minutes were reviewed with H. Benveniste immediately following.

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:

· When Tim Powers assessed the WPC Process at Life Sciences did he conclude that the disproportionate number of ORPS reports in this directorate as compared to other directorates was related to the WPC process? No, he did not. The primary reason for the relatively high number of ORPS reports was due to the actions of a single individual.  

· What was the purpose of the bar graph detailing # of hours spent in training?

Purpose was to look at training trends and not to outline excessive hours spent in training.

· How are Tier 1 findings tracked? LS uses a spreadsheet developed by the ES&H  

Mgr. ATS and FATS are not utilized for tracking purposes. Corrective actions are also included in Tier 1 Reports. Should Line Mgt. issue these Tier 1 reports, as the ES&H Mgr. has no management responsibility for researchers that have findings? No, because there is extensive interfacing between the BO and MO Chairs and the ES&H Mgr. Are there any repeat findings? No, there are many findings relating to hazardous wastes but no one finding is always repeatedly found. Has LS considered the same approach as EENS – initiative to decrease # of findings? No because the main findings are RCRA-related (satellite accumulation) and this is a site-wide problem. Additionally, the ES&H Staff has a good rapport with PI’s and researchers so items get fixed. 

· Bldg. 801 legacy tanks need to be removed per recent SCDHS letter. Tanks have been off-line for over 5 years. Above letter adds urgency to problem and will force this project to be high on the list for funding (first proj. on list is Bldg. 650). Recommend that the project be completed in phases – waste characterization of sludge, removal/encapsulation of sludge, tank cutting, etc. DOE tends to fund projects that have a defined and detailed project plan so this will have to be developed by EP in coordination with MO and EWMS. If tanks are not removed soon, there is a possibility that another flood could occur that was similar to the 2001 incident. Another incident such as this would definitely cause a public perception problem for the lab. However, this project was not listed on the Policy Cmte. Agenda List  (possibly due to high expense estimate - $1.6MM).  Goode to discuss phased in approach at Operations

· BLIP enclosure was not tested in 2003 due to a shortened LINAC beam operational cycle and beam provided was not uniform- sporadic. Once BLIP can get uniform beam, additional data will have to be generated and then sent to the EPA. The beam energy in 2003 was mostly 92 MeV and this was shown to cause a 5-fold decrease in emissions as compared to 200 MeV beam energies. 

· BLIP Groundwater – What is the source of tritium found in the BLIP monitoring well?  Source is still unknown. Even if a surface cap is installed over the LINAC-BLIP beam-stop, the problem may not go away. Soil coupon sampling can be done at the concrete walls w/o having to drill into the walls. The activated soil is due to the spallation reactions with the groundwater. CAD designs their systems such that if leachate comes into contact with tritium that is 5% of the tritium concentration allowable in drinking water (20,000 pCi/liter), then a cap(s) is/are required.    However, the soil at BNL is routinely used and in fact is designed to act as a radiological shield so the occurrence of activated sodium and tritium should be no surprise. The source of the activation was thought to be a water line from LINAC to BLIP. However, this line was pressure tested and found to be tight. Hanford had a recent earthquake and the groundwater flow was found to change. BNL has similar issues with the varying of groundwater flow that occur during periods when EP uses production wells that are part of the drinking water conveyance system and influences flow.   CIGPA may solicit info from the technical team to inform the public about any relevant issues. Bldg. 801’s monitoring well has found cesium-137 and Strontium-90 (over drinking water standard of 8 pCi/liter) but at levels similar to those before the basement flood of 2001. Therefore, the plume under 801 is probably from Bldg. 811. 

· EWMS is conducting a pilot study for a contractor to make haz. waste  pick-ups at Life Sciences 90-day haz. waste accumulation areas. 

· Legacy wastes are still a problem for LS and the legacy sources in Bldg. 801 have still not been dispositioned. These sources originate from the Reactor Div.

· LS will try to get GPP money for cleanups such as the one in the Dilution Room. Need to have a lab-wide program for addressing this type of legacy waste.

Evaluation of the EMS by Management

Are the Life Sciences environmental management systems effective in achieving environmental policy commitments? 

Yes.

Is the EMS effective in achieving our objectives and measures?

Yes.

Is the EMS adequate in terms of :

Identifying Significant Environmental Aspects? Yes

Resource Allocations? 

Yes, however improvements to the EMS for Life Sciences should include programmatic funding for legacy waste issues such as the project at the Dilution Room. LS was able to fund this project only due to personnel changes w/I the department. Can EWMS take over these types of projects? EWMS has SME’s that can handle these types of projects.  

EWMS is working with DOE to get funding for items on the excess materials list. The decision on this funding will be made in FY2005 and the money will be available in FY2006. In the meantime, individual departments should try to get internal funding for these wastes. Everyone agreed that this was a lab-wide problem and in addition to it being a waste problem, it is also a chemical tracking problem, an ALARA problem, and a safety problem. The legacy waste issue occurs because there is a fundamental problem with the DOE funding process-there is no mechanism for funding waste dispositioning after the project is over.  However, in all of these issues the key thing is that all departments work together.

For all of the above projects that LS requires funding, they should develop a prioritized list, provide budgetary estimates, and then EWMS will assist in the process.   
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