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PROLOGUE

The following report, an annual program requirement, is a comprehensive overview of pertinent requirements and analyses related to assessing environmental compliance and health and safety (EH&S) at select National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) facilities and sites in fiscal year 2009 (FY09).  The process(es) of applying these requirements and analyses has become known as the NOAA Environmental Compliance and Safety Assessment System or simply NECSAS.  Within this report, NECSAS may also be referred to as the Program.

To gather the necessary data and prepare such a report, a formidable effort is necessary between the various Line Offices and organizational levels within NOAA that involves interactive planning, coordination, scheduling, and collaboration.  This effort actually began in October 1998 when the Line (Office) Environmental Compliance Officers (LECOs) met for the first time in a series of strategic planning sessions and laid out the foundation for what was to eventually become the Program.  To this day, NOAA’s Environmental Health and Safety Council, when establishing the current fiscal year’s assessment schedule follows the original business rules formulated by that planning team. Their effort has molded the Program into a cutting-edge solution for achieving EH&S excellence. 

It is hoped that this Program Review provides the decision makers within NOAA the appropriate information necessary for them to commit to the development and sustaining of long-term and properly resourced EH&S programs. With their participation in NECSAS, NOAA’s facilities, sites, and field personnel have already demonstrated their commitment.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

FY09 Tier I, the sixth year of Cycle Two of the NECSAS program, reflects some improvement when compared to the previous fiscal years.  FY09 results are proportionally consistent as compared to FY05 and FY07 results (although the number of findings is significantly lower), when a similar number of facilities were assessed.  Environmental compliance, a mature program developed and integrated through the NOAA infrastructure for more than the past decade, manifests its stability through the relatively low number of findings documented by NECSAS.  The percentage of environmental findings has remained relatively consistent during FY09.  The number of environmental findings still remains minimal when compared to the total number of deficiencies identified during the fiscal year.  
FY09 Tier I shows a continuation in the trend of disproportionately high numbers of health and safety (H&S) findings, as compared to those of environmental compliance documented at assessed Line Office facilities.  Of the 129 total EH&S findings validated and worked upon by the Line Offices, 107 findings (i.e., 82.9%) span H&S areas.    

	
	Environmental
	Health and Safety
	Total Findings

	FY00
	17.8%
	82.2%
	157

	FY01
	13.9%
	86.1%
	151

	FY02
	15.6%
	84.4%
	160

	FY03
	14.4%
	85.6%
	326

	FY04
	21.4%
	78.6%
	290

	FY05
	15.6%
	84.3%
	236

	FY06
	18.4%
	81.5%
	76

	FY07
	11.67%
	88.33%
	240

	FY08
	15.9%
	84.1%
	220

	FY09
	17.1%
	82.9%
	129


FY09 is the fourth year for integration of Assessment Manager and WHAM into the Tier II NECSAS process.  An increased number of Tier II assessments were conducted in FY09 equivalent to the number of assessment completed in FY05 and FY06.  Of the 143 total EH&S Tier II findings validated and worked upon by Line Offices and Assessed Facilities, 123 findings (i.e., 86%) span H&S areas.  The FY09 results are comparable to the distribution of findings from FY05 and FY08.  This follows the trend established in the Tier I assessments.
	Tier II
	Environmental
	Health and Safety
	Total Findings

	FY05
	17.1%
	82.9%
	123

	FY06
	21.2%
	78.8%
	118

	FY07
	26.7%
	73.3%
	15

	FY08
	18.8%
	81.2%
	117

	FY09
	14 %
	86 %
	143


SECTION 1.0
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

Through technical task orders of Contract GS10F0073L Task Order # AB1330-09-NC-1146, the Environmental Compliance and Safety Division (ECSD) of the Facilities Office in the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) retained the services of the consultant, engineering-environmental Management, Inc. (e2M) of Denver, Colorado, to assist NOAA with the FY09 implementation of the NOAA Environmental Compliance and Safety Assessment System (NECSAS).  The purpose of the NECSAS Program is to provide integrated environmental compliance and safety and health assistance (EH&S) to the facilities and sites of NOAA situated across the United States and its territories.  Through this compliance assistance service, NOAA is striving to achieve the following goals:

· Attain, sustain and monitor compliance with applicable environmental, safety and health laws, regulations and standards.
· Progress beyond compliance through the strategic integration of innovative policies and management practices, procedures, and projects to mitigate NOAA’s liabilities.
· Assess and enhance the safety and environmental management systems within NOAA.
The following objectives continue to be the foundation of the NECSAS Program:

· Assist Line Offices in identifying and resolving environmental compliance and safety and health issues.
· Assist Line Offices in developing corrective strategies to address the issues.
· Identify to Line Offices the resources necessary to implement resolution.
· Provide accurate, technical data to the Line Offices to support the programming effort.
· Track the execution of corrective strategies for Line Office use.
In its tenth year of implementation, the NECSAS Program’s concept of integrating EH&S audits under one centralized program remains intact.  However, the selection process for FY2009 facilities is a risk based selection process.  All NOAA facilities were inserted into a consolidated spreadsheet with 41 weighted variables being used to identify the highest risk facilities.  Based on answers to the questions, facilities were ranked in order of highest to lowest potential liability to NOAA with the highest ranking facilities being selected.  Facilities located near the high ranking facilities were also selected to maintain cost effective implementation of the NECSAS process.  The 11 facilities and sites that were selected for Tier I assessments this fiscal year is only slightly less than the 15 sites of FY08.  

1.2
Methodology

The evaluation methodology used during the FY09 NECSAS site visits continues to incorporate the extensive EH&S protocols contained in the reference, The Environmental Assessment and Management (TEAM) Guide and its associated supplements for the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and state regulations.  These protocols have been specifically developed for Federal agency use by the United States Army Construction Engineering Research Laboratories (USACERL), which also maintains and continuously updates these Federal and state electronic regulatory libraries.  The following list identifies the media-based environmental protocols and occupational health and safety (i.e., H&S) protocols which is much larger in comparison.
	Team Guide
	USSH Guide

	Air Emissions
	Air Contaminants
	Lockout/Tagout

	Cultural Resources
	Accident Prevention Signs and Tags
	Methylene Chloride

	Hazardous Materials
	Asbestos – General Industry
	Machinery and Machine Guarding

	Hazardous Waste
	Asbestos – Construction
	Materials Handling and Storage

	Natural Resources
	Basic Program Elements
	Manlifts

	National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
	Blasting and the Use of Explosives – Construction
	Materials Handling, Storage, Use, and Disposal - Construction

	Environmental Noise
	Bloodborne Pathogens
	Motor Vehicles, Mechanized Equipment, and Marine Operations – Construction

	Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
	Benzene
	Nonionizing Radiation

	Pollution Prevention
	Cranes, Derricks, Hoists, Elevators, and Conveyors – Construction
	Occupational Noise Exposure

	Lead
	General Safety and Health Provisions
	PB – General Industry

	Pesticide Management
	Lead – Construction
	Personal Protective Equipment

	Petroleum, oil and lubricant (POL) Management
	13 Carcinogens
	Personal Protective and Life Saving Equipment – Construction

	Solid Waste
	Confined Space
	Powered Platforms for Building Maintenance

	Storage Tank Management
	Dipping and Coating Operations
	Process Safety Management of Highly Hazardous Chemicals – Construction

	Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) Management
	Commercial Diving Operations
	Air Receivers

	Asbestos
	Explosives and Blasting Agents
	Access to Employee Exposure and Medical Records

	Radon
	Occupational Health and Environmental Controls – Construction
	Design and Construction of Spray Booths - Construction

	Lead Based Paint
	Electrical – Construction
	Scaffolds – Construction

	Wastewater
	Exit Routes, Emergency Action Plans, and Fire Prevention Plans
	Stairways and Ladders – Construction

	Water Quality
	Design Safety Standards for Electrical
	Sanitation

	
	Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER)
	Signs, Signals, and Barricades – Construction

	
	Medical and First Aid
	Tools – Hand and Power – Construction

	
	Flammable and Combustible Liquids
	Vinyl Chloride

	
	Formaldehyde
	Ventilation – Construction

	
	Fire Protection – General Industry
	Vehicle – Mounted Elevating and Rotating Work

	
	Hazard Communication
	Ventilation

	
	Hazardous Gases
	Welding and Cutting – Construction

	
	Hand and Portable Powered Tools and Other Hand-Held Equipment
	Welding and Cutting – General Industry

	
	Ionizing Radiation
	Safety Related Work Practices

	
	Occupational Exposure (Labs)
	Walking – Working Surfaces

	
	Storage and Handling of liquefied petroleum gas (LPG)
	Underground Construction, Caissons, Cofferdams, and Compressed Air – Construction


The FY09 NECSAS schedule covered facilities in 13 States.  They included California, Florida, Iowa, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, and Tennessee (see Table 1-1 and Table 1-2).  
The FY09 NECSAS assessment effort encompassed 11 facilities and sites (see Table 1-1) with the consulting firm, e2M, being retained to provide consistency in the application of the data collection process and quality assurance (QA) and quality control (QC) of the documented data.  
Each NECSAS assessment included submission of pre-visit questionnaires to the facilities and sites and their review by the assessment team prior to the site visit; onsite surveys including document reviews, personnel interviews, site canvass, and entrance and exit briefings to discuss the Program goals and objectives and the results of the onsite visits, respectively.  Rather than issue narrative reports, the contractual deliverable was required to be the compilation of standardized finding sheets in a series of developmental stages called datasets.  With the scope of services defined in a task order for the hybrid zonal assessment, the preparation of a preliminary, draft, proof, and final dataset was required in accordance with a strict submission timetable incorporating agency comment periods and contractor revisions through the final dataset.

All issues noted during the facility and site visits were categorized as follows:

Environmental Issues

Class I Finding:  An observed noncompliant condition of a Federal, state or local regulation with potential adverse impacts to human health or the environment. 


High – the most extreme degree of environmental endangerment and liability assigned to a noncompliant condition that requires immediate attention.  Such a condition poses, or has an extreme likelihood to pose, a direct threat to the environment or mission at the time of discovery.


Moderate – a serious degree of environmental endangerment and liability assigned to a noncompliant condition that requires timely corrective action but not necessarily immediate.  Such a condition poses a threat to the environment or mission at the time of discovery.


Low – a minimal degree of environmental endangerment and liability assigned to a noncompliant condition that requires resolution but not of an urgent nature.  Such a condition poses a potential but very small threat to the environment or mission at the time of discovery.  This type of Class I environmental finding may be related to administrative or record-keeping requirements if punitive penalties are not associated with its noncompliance.

Class II Finding:  the current situation/practice will be out of compliance with a Federal, state, or local regulation that will take effect more than 12 months out (regulation that is coming on-line).  Class II is further subdivided into Moderate and Low levels of risk.

Best Management Practice (BMP) – An industry policy, standard, methodology, process, activity, or manner that facilitates the conduct of everyday business that, while not required by any regulation, would improve the overall environmental, health, and safety management at the facility or site.  Since a BMP is not compliance driven, it is categorized as an issue whose conformance is highly recommended but discretionary.  Like positive management practices, BMPs are brought to the attention of facility personnel as one aspect of risk management.

Positive Management Practice (Positive) – An observed condition that exceeds either statutory (i.e., Class I) or agency requirements.  Since no corrective action is necessary, these are categorized as issues.  Positive management practices are brought to the attention of facility personnel, as are other issues (see BMPs), as one aspect of risk management whereby the exemplary practice, activity, or design, etc. can serve as a model for other facilities and sites.

Health and Safety Issues

Class I – Serious Finding:  An observed, serious noncompliant condition in which there is substantial probability that death or serious physical harm could result.  These serious findings are categorized as RAC 1 or RAC 2*.

Class II – Moderate Finding:  An observed, other-than-serious noncompliant condition in which there is lower probability of resulting in an injury or illness.  These other-than-serious findings are categorized as RAC 3, RAC 4, or RAC 5*.

Class III – Minor Finding:  This regulatory safety and health noncompliant condition involves one of the following examples: no formal posting of injury and illness reporting and/or record-keeping requirements; no formal written standard operating procedures for hazardous operations; no formal program documentation (e.g., fire evacuation plans, permitted confined space entry, etc.).

* the RAC or Risk Assessment Code of a S/H finding is a function of accident probability and hazard severity (refer to Appendix A.4 for details)

Draft individual finding sheets were made viewable on the Web-Hosted Assessment Manager (WHAM).  WHAM provides each reviewer (facility manager, regional environmental compliance officer (RECO), regional safety manager (RSM) and LECO) the capability to review and comment on each finding as part of an independent verification and validation process of the NECSAS assessment.  Each draft finding contains a finding number, reference and category, the date of the finding, pertinent facility information, a description of the finding (i.e., Details), the observed issue and applicable law or regulation along with its citation.  Also included are entries for the root cause and its justification, the corrective action, and a pollution prevention option.  As part of the independent verification and validation process, NOAA personnel can edit any field with commentary documented as responses to the draft dataset through the use of the Assessment Manager Software.

Once the data is validated by NOAA agency personnel, the contractor begins on the development of the proof and final datasets with an interim review period allocated for agency commentary.  It is through this interactive process that NOAA staff at every level participates in the development of a corrective action plan for each finding, complete with target date and responsible authority.  Essentially, the draft individual finding sheet evolves into the corrective action plan or line office corrective action plan (LOCAP) through this interactive process of independent verification and validation as data fields are reviewed and completed, with appropriate information that forms the final dataset.  In addition to noncompliant issues or findings, proactive practices (aka positive management practices) and BMPs are documented in the various datasets.Thus, NOAA personnel, from the facility level to Line Office management, play a critical role in the development of the final dataset.  Their participation commences during the pre-assessment activities with the preparation of the pre-visit questionnaire, continues during the site visit through assisting the assessment team through their disclosure of inherent problems and shortcomings, and still continues in the preparation of the final report that includes their self-constructed corrective action plans for each facility and site.

1.3
Purpose of FY09 NECSAS Program Review 

This report provides a comprehensive review and analyses of all findings documented during the NECSAS Tier I assessments completed during FY09 that encompassed 11 NOAA facilities and sites and the NECSAS Tier II assessments completed that included 16 facilities and sites.  The report compiles data from the individual site reports into various summaries and analyses in terms of protocols, categories, root causes, etc.  The objectives of this report are to:

· Identify the major regulatory areas where facility operations are not in compliance;

· Describe the major nationwide noncompliance findings, identify findings that are common among NOAA sites, and identify noncompliance trends by facility type and Line Office;

· Recommend corrective actions for common noncompliance findings to prioritize compliance efforts;

· Identify opportunities for pollution prevention and waste minimization and develop an awareness of environmental as well as health and safety responsibilities; and

· Identify exemplary programs that go beyond compliance resulting in EH&S stewardship.

Table 1-1 NOAA Facilities and Sites Visited – FY09 NECSAS Tier I Assessments1
	Zone
	Facility Type
	Location
	Date visited
	Line Office

	MO
	Unassigned
	National Logistics Supply Center
	15-Jun-09
	NWS

	MO
	Unassigned
	National Reconditioning Center
	15-Jun-09
	NWS

	OK
	Unassigned
	Radar Operations Center
	15-Jun-09
	NWS

	MI
	Complex
	Great Lake Environmental Research Lab
	29-Jul-09
	OAR

	MI
	Complex
	NOAA/GLERL Lake Michigan Field Station
	29-Jul-09
	OAR

	TN
	Complex
	Oakridge  Air Resources Lab
	3-Aug-09
	OAR

	NC
	Complex
	Center for Coastal Fisheries and Habitat Research
	3-Aug-09
	NOS

	SC
	Complex
	CCEHBR
	17-Aug-09
	NOS

	SC
	Complex
	Hollings Marine Laboratory (HML)
	17-Aug-09
	NOS

	MD
	Unassigned
	Suitland Federal Center
	17-Aug-09
	NESDIS

	MD
	Complex
	CCEHBR Oxford Cooperative Lab Laboratory
	17-Aug-09
	NOS


Table 1-2 NOAA Facilities and Sites Visited – FY09 NECSAS Tier II Assessments1

	Zone
	Facility Type
	Location
	Date visited
	Line Office

	FL
	Unassigned
	WFO Key West
	13-May-09
	NWS

	FL
	Unassigned
	WFO/RDA Jacksonville Airport
	13-May-09
	NWS

	FL
	Unassigned
	Wfo/rda  Melbourne Airport
	13-May-09
	NWS

	CA
	Unassigned
	Nos Marine Sanctuary
	14-May-09
	NOS

	IA
	Unassigned
	Davenport Wfo And Rda
	19-May-09
	NWS

	LA
	Unassigned
	WFO/RFC/RDA  New Orleans
	20-May-09
	NWS

	MI
	Unassigned
	Gaylord Wfo/rda/ua
	14-Jul-09
	NWS

	MI
	Complex
	WFO Marquette
	14-Jul-09
	NWS

	MI
	Complex
	WFO Detroit
	14-Jul-09
	NWS

	MA
	Complex
	Stellwagon Bank National Marine Sanctuary
	29-Oct-09
	NOS

	MN
	Complex
	WFO Duluth
	14-Sep-09
	NWS

	MN
	Complex
	WFO/RFC Minneapolis
	14-Sep-09
	NWS

	OK
	Unassigned
	NSSL
	2-Jul-09
	OAR

	FL
	Complex
	Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary
	20-Aug-09
	NOS

	NC
	Unassigned
	WFO Wilmington
	29-Oct-09
	NWS

	SC
	ADP
	Charleston Wfo--aaia
	27-Oct-09
	NWS


SECTION 2.0
REVIEW AND ANALYSES OF NECSAS Tier I DATA

This section reviews and analyzes the summary data of EH&S noncompliance findings documented at 11 facilities and sites during the FY09 NECSAS assessments conducted in the states of Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, and Tennessee.  These data establish a NOAA compliance profile with Federal, state, and local EH&S requirements; identify areas where facility operations and activities are not in compliance; and provide the basis for a root cause analysis of the safety and environmental management systems (SEMS).

2.1
Summary Data Review

The noncompliance data or findings were compiled and analyzed through various statistical means to reveal common findings by category, protocol, and issue.  The presentation of the results focuses not only on noncompliance with Federal, state, and local environmental, H&S requirements but also on the root cause as compliance is directly linked to the SEMS of the organization.  Attention to both areas is essential to achieving effective, long-term EH&S compliance programs.
2.1.1
EH&S Noncompliance Findings

Figure 2-1 presents an overall summary of the noncompliance findings, both environmental and H&S, documented at the 11 NOAA sites.  The 107 H&S findings comprise 82.9% of the 129 total documented findings; environmental findings constitute the remaining 17.1% (i.e., 22 of the total documented findings).
Figure 2-1 FY09 EH&S Findings
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2.1.1a
H&S Noncompliance Findings
Within the predominant H&S area, the five top categories (aka protocols) are design safety standards for electrical systems (31 findings), exit routes, emergency action plans, and fire prevention plans (9 findings), hazardous gases (8 findings), occupational exposure to hazardous chemicals in laboratories (8 findings), and fire protection (8 findings).  These top five protocols account for 50% percent of the overall profile of EH&S noncompliance findings, and 60% of the H&S findings alone.  Table 2-1 provides a breakdown of all H&S noncompliance findings by protocol.

An incidence of highly repetitive regulatory issues (refer to the description of findings in Table 2-1) is immediately seen within each of the five aforementioned protocols:

· Design Safety Standards for Electrical Systems (31 findings):

· Power strips are not used as designed and/or approved.  (10 Findings)
· Flexible cord is used in lieu of hard wiring. (10 Findings)
· Working clearance in the direction of access to a circuit breaker panel is inadequate.  (4 Findings)
· Electrical receptacles near water sources are not equipped with GFCI protection. (3 Findings)
· Electrical equipment is not properly maintained. (2 Findings)
· Electrical components exposed to liquid. (1 Finding)

· Electrical disconnects are not marked as to identify their purpose. (1 Finding)
· Exit routs, emergency action plans, and fire prevention plans (9 findings):

· Emergency lighting is inoperative.  (3 Findings)
· Emergency exit is obstructed. (2 Findings)
· Building route of exit is not obvious from some perspectives in the facility. (1 Finding)

· Emergency exit routes are not clearly designated. (1 Finding)

· Emergency exit doors are locked. (1 Finding)

· A Fire Prevention Plan has not been developed. (1 Finding)
· Hazardous gases (8 findings):

· Flammable compressed gas is improperly stored. (6 Findings)
· Incompatible gases in compressed gas cylinders are stored together. (2 Findings)
· Occupational exposure to hazardous chemicals in laboratories (8 findings):

· Elements of a chemical hygiene plan are not implemented or are not available.  (3 Findings)
· Hazardous chemicals are not properly managed. (2 Findings)
· Chemical hood operations are not adequate (2 Findings)
· Compressed gases are not managed in accordance with the Chemical Hygiene Plan. (1 Finding)
· Fire Protection (8 findings):

· Fire extinguishers are not adequately maintained. (4 Findings)
· Fire extinguisher is not readily accessible. (2 Findings)
· Required vertical clearance is not maintained below a sprinkler head. (2 Findings)
Some other repetitive regulatory issues worth noting include shortcomings with: storage racks are not anchored or secured (3 findings); requirements for the selection of PPE are not met. (3 findings); portable space heater does not automatically shutoff when tipped over. (3 findings); and floor rating not posted (3 finding). 
Table 2-1 H&S Noncompliance Findings 

	Protocol (Code)
	No. 
	%*
	Description of Finding(s)

	Design Safety Standards for Electrical Systems (EL)
	31
	24.03%
	Electrical equipment is not properly maintained. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Electrical components exposed to liquid.

	 
	 
	 
	Power strips are not used as designed and/or approved. (10 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Electrical disconnects are not marked as to identify their purpose.

	 
	 
	 
	Working clearance in the direction of access to a circuit breaker panel is inadequate.  (4 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Flexible cord is used in lieu of hard wiring. (10 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Electrical receptacles near water sources are not equipped with GFCI protection. (3 Occurrences)

	Exit Routes, Emergency Action Plans, and Fire Prevention Plans (EG)
	9
	6.98%
	Emergency exit is obstructed. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Building route of exit is not obvious from some perspectives in the facility. 

	 
	 
	 
	Emergency lighting is inoperative. (3 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Emergency exit routes are not clearly designated.

	 
	 
	 
	Emergency exit doors are locked.

	 
	 
	 
	A Fire Prevention Plan has not been developed.


	Hazardous Gases (HG)
	8
	6.20%
	Flammable compressed gas is improperly stored. (6 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Incompatible gases in compressed gas cylinders are stored together. (2 Occurrences)

	Occupational Exposure to Hazardous chemicals in Laboratories (LB)
	8
	6.20%
	Chemical hood operations are not adequate (2 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Compressed gases are not managed in accordance with the Chemical Hygiene Plan.

	 
	 
	 
	Hazardous chemicals are not properly managed. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Elements of a chemical hygiene plan are not implemented or are not available. (3 Occurrences)

	Fire Protection, General Industry Standards (FP)
	8
	6.20%
	Fire extinguishers are not adequately maintained. (4 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Fire extinguisher is not readily accessible. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Required vertical clearance is not maintained below a sprinkler head. (2 Occurrences)

	Machinery and Machine Guarding (MG)
	7
	5.43%
	A fan is not adequately guarded. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Fixed machinery is not properly anchored. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Radial arm saw is not properly maintained.

	 
	 
	 
	A tongue guard is not properly adjusted for an abrasive wheel machine. (2 Occurrences)

	Basic Program Elements (BE)
	5
	3.88%
	The General Duty Clause it not met in regard to drinking water.

	 
	 
	 
	Fume hoods not inspected according to the Chemical Hygiene Plan.

	 
	 
	 
	Federal safety poster is not maintained. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Recordkeeping forms are not retained for the required length of time.

	Safety Related Work Practices (WP)
	5
	3.88%
	Electrical wiring is not covered to protect personnel from shock hazards.  (2 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Portable space heater does not automatically shutoff when tipped over. (3 Occurrences)


	Walking and Working Surfaces (WS)
	5
	3.88%
	Floor rating not posted. (3 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	 Floor holes and floor openings are not adequately guarded. 

	 
	 
	 
	Portable wood ladders are not inspected regularly.

	Hazard Communication (HC)
	4
	3.10%
	A written hazard communication program has not been developed. 

	 
	 
	 
	Containers of hazardous chemicals are not labeled. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Material Safety Data Sheets are not available in the workplace for each hazardous chemical.

	Materials Handling and Storage (MH)
	4
	3.10%
	Storage racks are not anchored or secured. (3 Occurrences)

	 
	 
	 
	Forklift training documentation is inadequate.

	Personal Protective Equipment (PE)
	3
	2.33%
	Requirements for the selection of PPE are not met. (3 Occurrences)

	Accident Prevention Signs and Tags (AP)
	2
	1.55%
	Caution signs are not post to warn of a hazard. (2 Occurrences)

	Medical and First Aid (FA)
	2
	1.55%
	Emergency eyewash bottles are not properly maintained. (2 Occurrences)

	Permit Required Confined Spaces (CS)
	1
	0.78%
	Certification of employee training is not maintained for personnel entering confined spaces.

	Lockout / Tagout (LT)
	1
	0.78%
	A written energy control program has not been developed.

	Occupational Noise Exposure (NO)
	1
	0.78%
	Noise monitoring has not been conducted in high-noise exposure areas.

	Powered Platforms for Building Maintenance (PP)
	1
	0.78%
	A fall protection program has not been established.

	Sanitation
	1
	0.78%
	Arsenic levels are exceeded for drinking water provided to employees.

	Ventilation - General Industry Standards (VN)
	1
	0.78%
	Spray booth maintenance is not adequate to ensure required air flow and velocity.

	Totals
	107
	82.9%
	


* percentage of overall EH&S noncompliance findings  (i.e., number of findings divided by 129)

The Risk Assessment Codes (RACs) assigned to the H&S noncompliance findings are depicted in Table 2-2.
Table 2-2 Distribution of RACs of H&S Noncompliance Findings
	Protocol
	No.
	%*
	RAC1
	RAC2
	RAC3
	RAC4
	RAC5

	Accident Prevention Signs and Tags (AP)
	2
	1.55%
	
	
	1
	1
	

	Basic Program Elements (BE)
	5
	3.88%
	
	
	
	4
	1

	General Health and Safety Provisions (CG)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Permit Required Confined Spaces (CS)
	1
	0.78%
	
	
	
	1
	

	Commercial Diving Operations (DV)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Occupational Health and Environmental Controls (EC)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Exit Routes, Emergency Action Plans, and Fire Prevention Plans (EG)
	9
	6.98%
	
	1
	7
	1
	

	Design Safety Standards for Electrical Systems (EL)
	31
	24.03%
	1
	1
	22
	7
	

	Medical and First Aid (FA)
	2
	1.55%
	
	
	1
	1
	

	Flammable and Combustible Liquids (FC)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Fire Protection and Prevention, Construction Standards (FI)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Fall Protection (FL)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Fire Protection, General Industry Standards (FP)
	8
	6.20%
	
	
	3
	3
	2

	Hazard Communication (HC)
	4
	3.10%
	
	
	
	2
	2

	Hazardous Gases (HG)
	8
	6.20%
	
	
	4
	1
	3

	Occupational Exposure to Hazardous chemicals in Laboratories (LB)
	8
	6.20%
	
	2
	6
	
	

	Lockout / Tagout (LT)
	1
	0.78%
	
	
	1
	
	

	Machinery and Machine Guarding (MG)
	7
	5.43%
	
	
	5
	1
	1

	Materials Handling and Storage (MH)
	4
	3.10%
	
	
	2
	1
	1

	Materials Handling, Storage, Use, and Disposal (MU)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Occupational Noise Exposure (NO)
	1
	0.78%
	
	
	
	1
	

	Personal Protective Equipment (PE)
	3
	2.33%
	
	1
	2
	
	

	Powered Platforms for Building Maintenance (PP)
	1
	0.78%
	1
	
	
	
	

	Sanitation
	1
	0.78%
	
	1
	
	
	

	Ventilation - General Industry Standards (VN)
	1
	0.78%
	
	
	1
	
	

	Safety Related Work Practices (WP)
	5
	3.88%
	
	
	4
	1
	

	Walking and Working Surfaces (WS)
	5
	3.88%
	
	1
	2
	
	2

	Totals 
	107
	82.9%
	2
	7
	61
	25
	12


* percentage of overall EH&S noncompliance findings (i.e., number of findings divided by 129)

Table 2-3 Distribution of Class of H&S Noncompliance Findings
	Protocol
	No.
	%*
	Class I
	Class II
	Class III

	Accident Prevention Signs and Tags (AP)
	2
	1.55%
	
	2
	

	Basic Program Elements (BE)
	5
	3.88%
	
	1
	4

	General Health and Safety Provisions (CG)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Permit Required Confined Spaces (CS)
	1
	0.78%
	
	
	1

	Commercial Diving Operations (DV)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Occupational Health and Environmental Controls (EC)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Exit Routes, Emergency Action Plans, and Fire Prevention Plans (EG)
	9
	6.98%
	1
	8
	

	Design Safety Standards for Electrical Systems (EL)
	31
	24.03%
	1
	30
	

	Medical and First Aid (FA)
	2
	1.55%
	
	2
	

	Flammable and Combustible Liquids (FC)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Fire Protection and Prevention, Construction Standards (FI)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Fall Protection (FL)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Fire Protection, General Industry Standards (FP)
	8
	6.20%
	
	7
	1

	Hazard Communication (HC)
	4
	3.10%
	
	2
	2

	Hazardous Gases (HG)
	8
	6.20%
	
	8
	

	Occupational Exposure to Hazardous chemicals in Laboratories (LB)
	8
	6.20%
	4
	3
	1

	Lockout / Tagout (LT)
	1
	0.78%
	1
	
	

	Machinery and Machine Guarding (MG)
	7
	5.43%
	
	7
	

	Materials Handling and Storage (MH)
	4
	3.10%
	
	2
	2

	Materials Handling, Storage, Use, and Disposal (MU)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Occupational Noise Exposure (NO)
	1
	0.78%
	
	1
	

	Personel Protective Equipment (PE)
	3
	2.33%
	
	1
	2

	Powered Platforms for Building Maintenance (PP)
	1
	0.78%
	1
	
	

	Sanitation
	1
	0.78%
	1
	
	

	Ventilation - General Industry Standards (VN)
	1
	0.78%
	
	1
	

	Safety Related Work Practices (WP)
	5
	3.88%
	
	4
	1

	Walking and Working Surfaces (WS)
	5
	3.88%
	1
	3
	1

	Totals 
	107
	82.9%
	10
	82
	15


* percentage of overall EH&S noncompliance findings (i.e., number of findings divided by 129)

Figure 2-2 presents a clearer visual illustration of the distribution of RAC 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 H&S noncompliance findings within the overall H&S noncompliance findings.
Figure 2-2 RACs of H&S Findings
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2.1.1b
Environmental Noncompliance Findings

Table 2-4 lists specific regulatory issues (aka description of findings) within the environmental protocols that reveal discrete areas of concern that may be repetitively occurring throughout NOAA.  Hazardous waste management is the environmental protocol with the majority of the findings; in this fiscal year, accounting for 6.20% of the overall EH&S noncompliance findings.  These are EPA-designated Class I findings (i.e., statutory-driven) as are all the environmental compliance findings presently documented through NECSAS assessments.
Table 2-4 Most Common Environmental Noncompliance Findings

	Protocol (Code)
	No. 
	%*
	Description of Finding(s)

	Hazardous Waste
	8
	6.20%
	ALL SIZE GENERATORS - A determination has not been made as to whether or not a solid waste is a hazardous waste. (4 occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Hazardous waste is treated on site without a permit.

	 
	
	
	Containers of hazardous waste at SQGs are open when waste is not being added.

	 
	
	
	Generator does not meet state-specific hazardous waste operational requirements. 

	 
	
	
	CESQG is not operating under current generator status.

	Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricant
	6
	4.65%
	The Federally required SPCC Plan is inaccurate and/or incomplete.  (3 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Practices/procedures established in the Federally required SPCC Plan are not implemented.

	 
	
	
	Federally required training for oil-handling personnel has not been conducted.

	 
	
	
	Bulk storage containers of POL are not constructed so a secondary means of containment is provided for the entire capacity of the largest single container and sufficient freeboard to contain precipitation.

	Storage Tanks
	4
	3.10%
	AST does not meet record keeping requirements.

	 
	
	
	An underground storage tank (UST) diagram is maintained onsite.

	 
	
	
	Notification was not issued when USTs were brought into service after 8 May 1986.

	 
	
	
	Inappropriate methodology is used to monitor POL UST (including underground piping which routinely contains POL).

	Hazardous Materials
	2
	1.55%
	Tier I or Tier II forms are not submitted annually. (2 Occurrences)

	Air Emissions
	1
	0.78%
	Notification is not made to the state agency for an emergency generator.

	Water Quality
	1
	0.78%
	Wells must meet maintenance and repair requirements.

	Totals
	22
	17.1%
	 



* percentage of overall EH&S noncompliance findings (i.e., number of findings divided by 129)

Table 2-5 Distribution of Class of Environmental Noncompliance Findings

	Protocol
	No.
	%*
	Class I
	Class II
	Class III

	Hazardous Waste
	8
	6.20%
	8
	
	

	Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricant
	6
	4.65%
	6
	
	

	Storage Tanks
	4
	3.10%
	4
	
	

	Hazardous Materials
	2
	1.55%
	2
	
	

	Air Emissions
	1
	0.78%
	1
	
	

	Water Quality
	1
	0.78%
	1
	
	

	Totals
	22
	17.1%
	22
	0
	0


* percentage of overall EH&S noncompliance findings (i.e., number of findings divided by 129)

2.1.2
Root Cause Analysis

The application of a root cause analytical methodology is critical to any requirements and analyses program as it identifies the underlying causal factors of noncompliance issues that are hidden from immediate view within the management systems and structure of the organization.  These are commonly referred to as the environmental management system (EMS).  The targeting of corrective strategies at the root causes ensures the judicious expenditure of resources and the prevention of repeat occurrences of the noncompliance issues (i.e., repeat findings).
2.1.2a
Application of Root Cause Analyses

The core of the root cause analytical structure within the NECSAS Program is based on the principles of ISO 14001.  The EMS requirements outlined in ISO 14001 (i.e., policy, planning, structure and responsibility, training, records, and management review, etc.) have been consolidated into a standardized listing of statements that are categorized under three major areas:  management emphasis, resources, and training.  A fourth area, external agents, is also used to account for those extraordinary instances of unforeseeable and uncontrollable events that can result in the break down of the EMS as well.

To reference and apply the standard statements contained in the Assessment Manager Software and facilitate subsequent analyses of the root cause data, a simple coding convention was developed that is easy to use as well as visual (see Appendix A.5 for list).  Looking at the category of Management Emphasis which is coded M, the three subordinate areas are coded as follows:

MP – Policy and Organization


MC – Communication


MR – Roles and Responsibilities

Again, M, the first letter of the code, identifies the category of Management Emphasis, and the second letter, e.g., P in MP, designates the subordinate area of Policy and Organization (hence, MP being under the direct control of management).  By design, this coding convention facilitates segregation of the root cause data into major categories and subordinate areas that are of an interest to top management. 

Each EH&S noncompliance finding documented during a NECSAS assessment is assigned a root cause (tagged by its code) following onsite interviewing processes with the facility and site personnel by the assessment team.  Essentially, this represents the staff’s opinion(s) of what caused the noncompliance to occur.  This initial root cause may stand or may be changed during the subsequent, interactive reviews of the data based on supporting documentation and further investigation.  The final coded root causes that are linked to the SEMS, as in the case of NOAA’s integrated EH&S programs, are then analyzed as follows to develop strategic approaches to improving the organization.

2.1.2b
Root Causes within the SEMS  

Figure 2-3 displays the root cause assigned to each of the 129 EH&S findings based on the classification of the finding.  This is further broken down in Table 2-6.  By presenting the data in this manner, macro-level trends can be more readily seen rather than by focusing on smaller groups of findings or individual findings themselves.  This macro-view assists in the development of a strategy to address the bulk of the deficiencies in the SEMS.

Figure 2-3 Distribution of Root Causes
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Table 2-6 Root Cause of EH&S Noncompliance Findings
	Root Cause: Description (Code)
	Class I
	Class II
	Class III
	Total

	Compliance is dependent upon external entity action (e.g., agency guidance, permit issuance). (EA01)
	1
	14
	
	15

	Weather, ambient conditions, or acts of God caused the deficiency. (EA02)
	
	
	
	0

	Theft, tampering, sabotage, criminal trespass, vandalism, or fire caused the deficiency. (EA03)
	
	
	
	0

	Communication or working relationship within the organization is missing or ineffective. (MC01)
	1
	2
	
	3

	Communication or working relationship with external or tenant agencies is missing or ineffective. (MC02)
	2
	2
	1
	5

	Management lacks sufficient organizational stature, independence, and authority. (MP01)
	
	
	
	0

	Management functions within the organizational structure are not afforded appropriate priority to support the mission or program. (MP02)
	
	
	
	0

	Regulatory requirements are not adequately considered in the development of strategic plans, formal policies, and/or integrated into the accomplishment of operational requirements. (MP03)
	1
	6
	
	7

	Formal policies are not issued from an appropriate level of authority. (MP04)
	
	
	
	0

	Established policies or procedures are not being followed. (MR01)
	1
	6
	4
	11

	Personnel are not held accountable for program performance. (MR02)
	
	5
	
	5

	Programmatic responsibilities are not clearly defined in position descriptions or performance standards or are not understood by personnel. (MR03)
	2
	
	
	2

	Line management does not show commitment and/or responsibility for minimizing programmatic impacts within the operation. (MR04)
	
	
	
	0

	Root cause analysis does not apply to positive or best management practice issues. (NA01)
	
	
	
	0

	Funds for program-related activities are not sufficient. (RB01)
	
	1
	
	1

	Staffing levels are not sufficient to manage all program-related activities or requirements. (RB02)
	
	
	
	0

	Resources for controlling or improving daily operations including the procurement of materials, equipment, or services are absent or inadequate. (RB03)
	
	
	1
	1

	Inadequate design or failure in equipment, material, system, or facility selection. (RB04)
	3
	5
	
	8

	Supplies/contract deliverables are not properly identified or have not been received. (RB05)
	
	2
	1
	3

	Program management plans or procedures are not in place or are inadequate. (RP01)
	2
	7
	1
	10

	Program management plans or procedures are not properly implemented. (RP02)
	
	4
	
	4

	Program to review or update permits, plans, procedures, or systems for compliance with requirements is not established or is not adequately implemented. (RT01)
	
	4
	
	4

	System is not in place to identify new or changing regulations or regulatory compliance deadlines and/or incorporate the new requirements into plans or procedures. (RT02)
	
	
	
	0

	Regulations are misinterpreted or unknown. (RT03)
	13
	15
	5
	33

	Control, retention, or tracking of records or documents is absent or is inadequate. (RT04)
	
	
	1
	1

	A system is not in place to identify, investigate, report, correct, track, or monitor complaints, problems, or incidents. (RT05)
	
	
	
	0

	Review and follow-up of assessment and/or inspection programs are not conducted or are inadequate. (RT06)
	5
	9
	1
	15

	Training is not conducted, is inadequate, and/or is not documented. (TT01)
	1
	
	
	1

	Periodic evaluation of training programs is not conducted and/or is not documented. (TT02)
	
	
	
	0

	Total
	32
	82
	15
	129


The distribution of causal factors shown in Table 2-6 demonstrates that the EH&S program is in a transition between the developmental and implementation stages of the program.  To appreciate this transition, an organization’s progression toward maturity needs to be broken down into its three stages:

1. Developmental stage – as the vision, mission, goals and objectives of the organization are articulated by the executive management, functions and requirements, roles and responsibilities, policies and procedures evolve, and are established and committed to by the entire organization (hence, Management Emphasis predominates and drives this stage).
2. Implementation stage – the organizational foundation and framework constructed in the developmental stage is executed through a strategic plan of integrating resources equitably throughout every level (hence, Resources predominate and drive this stage).
3. Sustainment stage – the refinement (aka fine-tuning) of all developmental and implementation elements through testing, repetitive usage, and education through quality assurance/quality control checkpoints and measures (hence, Resources continue to support this stage while Training predominates).  

Table 2-6 demonstrates that the primary causal factor for 62.0% percent of the total EH&S deficiencies identified are in the root cause category of Resources.  Within this category, regulations are misinterpreted or unknown accounted for 33 of the 80 resource related root causes.  Program management plans or procedures are not in place or are inadequate accounted for 10 of the 80 resource related root causes.  Review and follow-up of assessment and/or inspection programs are not conducted or are inadequate accounted for 15 or the 80 resource related root causes.  This indicates a continuing shift of the NOAA EH&S program from the first stage to the second where as the established policies or procedures are not being followed (11 instances) is the most prevalent causal factor.  This demonstrates that the NOAA EH&S program is still in need of development in that policies and procedures need to be established or existing policies and procedures need to be implemented for personnel to follow regarding site-level regulatory program management.
Since FY03, the highest number of identified root causes has shifted back and forth between Resource focused RP02 - Program management plans or procedures are not properly implemented and Management focused MR01 - Established policy or procedure not being followed.  In FY09, root cause appears to have shifted to a Resource focus with RT03 – Regulations are misinterpreted or unknown (33 instances) and RP01 – Program management plans or procedures are not in place or are inadequate (10 instances) being selected.  Also of note, 15 instances of previously identified NECSAS Tier I findings and/or internally identified deficiencies through inspection were not corrected and thus, the Resources focused root cause of RT06 – Review and  follow-up of assessment and/or inspection programs are not conducted or are inadequate was selected.
2.2
Summary Data Analysis

When compared to the H&S data collected during the previous year of NECSAS, the ratio (shown in percentage see table below) of Class I Serious decreased over FY08.  Class II Moderate results was relatively the same while there was an increase in Class III Minors.  The total amount of environmental deficiencies identified still remains significantly less in comparison than the number of H&S findings identified which demonstrates a long-lived and mature environmental management program that has been implemented throughout the organization particularly at the facility and site level.  

	Year
	Class I Serious H&S
	Class II Moderate H&S
	Class III Minor H&S

	FY02
	15%
	64%
	21%

	FY03
	21%
	65%
	14%

	FY04
	13%
	75%
	12%

	FY05
	13%
	75%
	12%

	FY06
	7%
	74%
	19%

	FY07
	12.6%
	75.8%
	11.6%

	FY08
	14.6%
	75.1%
	10.3

	FY09
	9.4%
	76.6%
	14.0%


Eleven facilities were assessed during the FY2009 NECSAS resulting in 129 findings or an average of 11.7 findings per facility. This indicates an overall decrease in the number of findings by 3 findings per facility as compared to FY08 (14.7 findings per facility) and 1 finding per facility over FY07 (12.6 findings per facility). 
SECTION 3.0
REVIEW AND ANALYSES OF NECSAS TIER II DATA

This section reviews and analyzes the summary data of EH&S noncompliance findings documented at 16 facilities and sites during the FY09 NECSAS assessments conducted in California, Florida, Iowa, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and South Carolina.  These data establish a portion of the baseline of a NOAA compliance profile with Federal, state, and local EH&S requirements; identify areas where facility operations and activities are not in compliance; and provide the basis for a root cause analysis of the safety and environmental management systems (SEMS).

3.1
Summary Data Review

The noncompliance data or findings were compiled and analyzed through various statistical means to reveal common findings by category, protocol, and issue.  The presentation of the results focuses not only on noncompliance with Federal, state, and local environmental and H&S requirements but also on the root cause as compliance is directly linked to the SEMS of the organization.  Attention to both areas is essential to achieving effective, long-term EH&S compliance programs.  Since positive management practices and BMPs are issues rather than noncompliance findings, these are addressed later in Section 3 of this report.

3.1.1
EH&S Noncompliance Findings

Figure 3-1 presents an overall summary of the noncompliance findings, both environmental and H&S, documented at the 16 NOAA sites.  The 123 H&S findings comprise 86.0% of the 143 total documented findings; environmental findings constitute the remaining 14.0% (i.e., 20 of the total documented findings).
Figure 3-1 FY07 EH&S Findings 
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3.1.1a
H&S Noncompliance Findings

Within the predominant H&S area, the five top categories (aka protocols) are design safety standards for electrical systems (36 findings), exit routes, emergency action plans, and fire prevention plans (13 findings), fire protection (12 findings), hazard communication (11 findings), and basic program elements (9 findings).  Table 3-1 provides a breakdown of all H&S noncompliance findings by protocol.

Table 3-1 H&S Noncompliance Findings
	Protocol (Code)
	No. 
	%*
	Description of Finding(s)

	Design Safety Standards for Electrical Systems (EL)
	36
	25.17%
	Electrical equipment is not properly maintained. (8 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Multiple power strips are connected to one another in series. (5 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Lighting is not firmly secured to the surface on which it is mounted.

	 
	
	
	The circuit breakers on the electrical panel are not clearly marked.

	 
	
	
	Means to disconnect electrical power are not readily accessible. (8 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Live electrical parts were not guarded by being enclosed in an approved box.

	 
	
	
	An electrical outlet is missing a cover.

	 
	
	
	Employees can be exposed to live electrical parts when connecting equipment to junction box.

	 
	
	
	A flexible extension cord is used in place of fixed wiring. (8 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Electrical receptacle located near a water source is not equipped with GFCI protection. (2 Occurrences)

	Exit Routes, Emergency Action Plans, and Fire Prevention Plans (EG)
	13
	9.09%
	Exit route is obstructed. (3 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	An egress path is blocked in the generator room.

	 
	
	
	Exit markings do not meet requirements specified in 29 CFR 1910.37. (4 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Emergency lights are not maintained.

	 
	
	
	The Emergency Action Plan is outdated.

	 
	
	
	A fire prevention plan has not been developed for the facility. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	The minimum width of exit access is not maintained.

	Fire Protection, General Industry Standards (FP)
	12
	8.39%
	Fire extinguishers are not mounted. (9 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Portable fire extinguishers are not being inspected monthly. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Employees are not trained annually in the use of portable fire extinguishers.

	Hazard Communication (HC)
	11
	7.69%
	A written hazard communication plan has not been fully developed and implemented (7 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Containers are not labeled as to their contents. (4 Occurrences)

	Basic Program Elements (BE)
	9
	6.29%
	Federal safety poster is not maintained or updated. (3 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Recordkeeping forms are not retained for the required length of time. (6 Occurrences)

	Walking and Working Surfaces (WS)
	7
	4.90%
	There is a door opening that is not properly guarded against a fall.

	 
	
	
	Insufficient and improper storage space of dive gear.

	 
	
	
	Housekeeping is less than desired and does not fully meet the requirements of 29 CFR 1910.176.

	 
	
	
	A storage room is over filled with equipment and materials creating an unsafe environment.

	 
	
	
	Concrete walkways are deteriorated to the extent that they are becoming hazardous to employees and guests.

	 
	
	
	Damaging water infiltration is occurring from roof leaks.

	 
	
	
	Temporary floor holes are left uncovered or unguarded.

	Machinery and Machine Guarding (MG)
	5
	3.50%
	A paper cutter has the guard removed. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Fixed machinery is not properly anchored. (3 Occurrences)

	Materials Handling and Storage (MH)
	5
	3.50%
	Storage racks are not anchored or secured. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Tropical plants are stored/situated unsecured on top of flipper cabinets in a manner that is hazardous.

	 
	
	
	Refresher training and reevaluations of forklift drivers is not done.

	 
	
	
	An electric hoist is not inspected.

	Medical and First Aid (FA)
	4
	2.80%
	Bradley Eyewash stations are not suitable for use in areas where there are high concentrations of electrical equipment and devices that could come in contact with water discharged from the unit. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Eyewash squeeze bottles are expired.

	 
	
	
	There is no written program for the use of an Automated External Defibrillator at this facility.

	Flammable and Combustible Liquids (FC)
	4
	2.80%
	Flammable/combustible liquids are not stored in approved storage containers. (3 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Flammable liquid containers are rusty and may cause a leak.

	Personal Protective Equipment (PE)
	4
	2.80%
	Hazard assessments have not been completed at the facility to determine PPE requirements. (3 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Personal protective equipment was not being maintained or stored in a clean and sanitary manner.

	Lead (PB)
	3
	2.10%
	LEAD soldering operations have not been evaluated to determine if employees are exposed to LEAD fumes above the OSHA action levels. (3 Occurrences)

	Safety Related Work Practices (WP)
	3
	2.10%
	Electrical connections are not covered to protect personnel from shock hazards.

	 
	
	
	Portable space heaters do not automatically shutoff when tipped over. (2 Occurrences)

	Permit Required Confined Spaces (CS)
	2
	1.40%
	Confined space survey is inadequate. (2 Occurrences)

	Hazardous Gases (HG)
	2
	1.40%
	Flammable compressed gas cylinders are improperly stored. 2 Occurrences)

	Occupational Health and Environmental Controls (EC)
	1
	0.70%
	There are stains present and possible mold growth on ceiling tiles in the Operations area.

	Storage and Handling of Liquid Petroleum Gases (LP)
	1
	0.70%
	A small propane tank is not stored correctly.

	Stairways and Ladders (SL)
	1
	0.70%
	A fixed ladder is being used as a portable ladder.

	Totals
	123
	86.01%
	


* percentage of overall EH&S noncompliance findings (i.e., number of findings divided by 143)

The Risk Assessment Codes (RACs) assigned to the H&S noncompliance findings are depicted in Table 3-2.
Table 3-2 Distribution of RACs of H&S Noncompliance Findings
	Protocol
	No.
	%*
	RAC1
	RAC2
	RAC3
	RAC4
	RAC5

	Basic Program Elements (BE)
	9
	6.29%
	
	
	
	8
	1

	Permit Required Confined Spaces (CS)
	2
	1.40%
	
	1
	1
	
	

	Commercial Diving Operations (DV)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Occupational Health and Environmental Controls (EC)
	1
	0.70%
	
	
	
	
	1

	Electrical (EE)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Exit Routes, Emergency Action Plans, and Fire Prevention Plans (EG)
	13
	9.09%
	
	1
	6
	6
	

	Design Safety Standards for Electrical Systems (EL)
	36
	25.17%
	
	5
	18
	11
	2

	Medical and First Aid (FA)
	4
	2.80%
	
	
	1
	2
	1

	Flammable and Combustible Liquids (FC)
	4
	2.80%
	
	1
	3
	
	

	Fire Protection, General Industry Standards (FP)
	12
	8.39%
	
	
	5
	6
	1

	Hazard Communication (HC)
	11
	7.69%
	
	
	1
	5
	5

	Hazardous Gases (HG)
	2
	1.40%
	
	
	1
	1
	

	Hand and Portable Power Tools and other Hand Held Equipment. (HT)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Storage and Handling of Liquid Petroleum Gases (LP)
	1
	0.70%
	
	1
	
	
	

	Lockout / Tagout (LT)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Machinery and Machine Guarding (MG)
	5
	3.50%
	
	
	4
	1
	

	Materials Handling and Storage (MH)
	5
	3.50%
	
	3
	2
	
	

	Motor Vehicles, Mechanized Equipment, and Marine Operations (MV)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Lead (PB)
	3
	2.10%
	
	
	
	3
	

	Personel Protective Equipment (PE)
	4
	2.80%
	
	
	2
	2
	

	Stairways and Ladders (SL)
	1
	0.70%
	
	
	1
	
	

	Sanitation (SN)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	
	
	

	Safety Related Work Practices (WP)
	3
	2.10%
	
	
	2
	1
	

	Walking and Working Surfaces (WS)
	7
	4.90%
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1

	Totals 
	123
	86%
	1
	13
	49
	48
	12


* percentage of overall EH&S noncompliance findings (i.e., number of findings divided by 143)

Figure 3-2 presents a clearer visual illustration of the distribution of RAC 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 H&S noncompliance findings within the overall H&S noncompliance findings.

Figure 3-2 RACs of H&S Findings
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Table 3-3 Distribution of Class of H&S Noncompliance Findings
	Protocol
	No.
	%*
	Class I
	Class II
	Class III

	Basic Program Elements (BE)
	9
	6.29%
	
	
	9

	Permit Required Confined Spaces (CS)
	2
	1.40%
	1
	1
	

	Commercial Diving Operations (DV)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Occupational Health and Environmental Controls (EC)
	1
	0.70%
	
	
	1

	Electrical (EE)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Exit Routes, Emergency Action Plans, and Fire Prevention Plans (EG)
	13
	9.09%
	1
	8
	4

	Design Safety Standards for Electrical Systems (EL)
	36
	25.17%
	3
	30
	3

	Medical and First Aid (FA)
	4
	2.80%
	
	2
	2

	Flammable and Combustible Liquids (FC)
	4
	2.80%
	
	4
	

	Fire Protection, General Industry Standards (FP)
	12
	8.39%
	
	12
	

	Hazard Communication (HC)
	11
	7.69%
	
	3
	8

	Hazardous Gases (HG)
	2
	1.40%
	
	2
	

	Hand and Portable Power Tools and other Hand Held Equipment. (HT)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Storage and Handling of Liquid Petroleum Gases (LP)
	1
	0.70%
	1
	
	

	Lockout / Tagout (LT)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Machinery and Machine Guarding (MG)
	5
	3.50%
	1
	4
	

	Materials Handling and Storage (MH)
	5
	3.50%
	
	5
	

	Motor Vehicles, Mechanized Equipment, and Marine Operations (MV)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Lead (PB)
	3
	2.10%
	
	3
	

	Personel Protective Equipment (PE)
	4
	2.80%
	
	3
	1

	Stairways and Ladders (SL)
	1
	0.70%
	
	1
	

	Sanitation (SN)
	0
	0.00%
	
	
	

	Safety Related Work Practices (WP)
	3
	2.10%
	
	3
	

	Walking and Working Surfaces (WS)
	7
	4.90%
	2
	5
	

	Totals 
	123
	86.0%
	9
	86
	28


* percentage of overall EH&S noncompliance findings (i.e., number of findings divided by 143)

3.1.1b
Environmental Noncompliance Findings

Table 3-4 lists specific regulatory issues (aka description of findings) within the environmental protocols that reveal discrete areas of concern that may be repetitively occurring throughout NOAA.  A total of 20 environmental findings were identified during the FY09 Tier II assessments.  Of these petroleum, oil, and lubricant accounted for the majority of the findings (16) followed by hazardous waste (4). These are EPA-designated Class I findings (i.e., statutory-driven) as are all the environmental compliance findings presently documented through NECSAS assessments.
Table 3-4 Most Common Environmental Noncompliance Findings
	Protocol (Code)
	No.
	%*
	Description of Finding(s)

	Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricant
	16
	11.19%
	The Federally required SPCC Plan is inaccurate and/or incomplete. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Federally required training for oil-handling personnel has not been conducted. (3 occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Bulk storage containers of used oil do not meet secondary containment requirements.

	 
	
	
	Inspection records for bulk oil storage containers are not being maintained at the facility. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Containers of used oil are not properly labeled. (8 Occurrences)

	Hazardous Waste
	4
	2.80%
	ALL SIZE GENERATORS - A determination has not been made as to whether or not a solid waste is a hazardous waste. (2 Occurrences)

	 
	
	
	Containers of spent batteries and spent fluorescent lamps for recycling are not properly labeled.

	 
	
	
	The container of spent radiosonde batteries for recycling is not labeled.

	Totals
	20
	14.0%
	 



* percentage of overall Environmental noncompliance findings (i.e., number of findings divided by 143)

Table 3-5 Distribution of Class of Tier II Environmental Noncompliance Findings
	Protocol
	No.
	%*
	Class I
	Class II
	Class III

	Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricant
	16
	11.19%
	16
	
	

	Hazardous Waste
	4
	2.80%
	4
	
	

	Totals
	20
	14.0%
	20
	0
	0


* percentage of overall EH&S noncompliance findings (i.e., number of findings divided by 143)

3.1.2
Root Cause Analysis

The application of a root cause analytical methodology is critical to any requirements and analyses program as it identifies the underlying causal factors of noncompliance issues that are hidden from immediate view within the management systems and structure of the organization.  These are commonly referred to as the environmental management system (EMS).  The targeting of corrective strategies at the root causes ensures the judicious expenditure of resources and the prevention of repeat occurrences of the noncompliance issues (i.e., repeat findings).  In the case of NOAA, having integrated the EH&S functions, the root causes of the noncompliance issues are embedded in the SEMS.

3.1.2a
Application of Root Cause Analyses

The core of the root cause analytical structure within the NECSAS Program is based on the principles of ISO 14001.  The EMS requirements outlined in ISO 14001 (i.e., policy, planning, structure and responsibility, training, records, and management review, etc.) have been consolidated into a standardized listing of statements that are categorized under three major areas:  management emphasis, resources, and training.  A fourth area, external agents, is also used to account for those extraordinary instances of unforeseeable and uncontrollable events that can result in the break down of the EMS as well.

To reference and apply the standard statements contained in the Assessment Manager Software and facilitate subsequent analyses of the root cause data, a simple coding convention was developed that is easy to use as well as visual (see Appendix A.5 for list).  Looking at the category of Management Emphasis which is coded M, the three subordinate areas are coded as follows:

MP – Policy and Organization


MC – Communication


MR – Roles and Responsibilities

Again, M, the first letter of the code, identifies the category of Management Emphasis, and the second letter, e.g., P in MP, designates the subordinate area of Policy and Organization (hence, MP being under the direct control of management).  By design, this coding convention facilitates segregation of the root cause data into major categories and subordinate areas that are of an interest to top management. 

Each EH&S noncompliance finding documented during a NECSAS assessment is assigned a root cause (tagged by its code) following onsite interviewing processes with the facility and site personnel by the assessment team.  Essentially, this represents the staff’s opinion(s) of what caused the noncompliance to occur.  This initial root cause may stand or may be changed during the subsequent, interactive reviews of the data based on supporting documentation and further investigation.  The final coded root causes that are linked to the SEMS, as in the case of NOAA’s integrated EH&S programs, are then analyzed as follows to develop strategic approaches to improving the organization.
3.1.2b
Root Causes within the SEMS  

Figure 3-3 displays the root cause assigned to each of the 143 EH&S findings based on the classification of the finding.  This is further broken down in Table 3-6.  By presenting the data in this manner, macro-level trends can be more readily seen rather than by focusing on smaller groups of findings or individual findings themselves.  This macro-view assists in the development of a strategy to address the bulk of the deficiencies in the SEMS.
Figure 3-3 Distribution of Root Causes
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Table 3-6 Root Cause of EH&S Noncompliance Findings
	Root Cause: Description (Code)
	Class I
	Class II
	Class III
	Total

	Compliance is dependent upon external entity action (e.g., agency guidance, permit issuance). (EA01)
	1
	4
	1
	6

	Weather, ambient conditions, or acts of God caused the deficiency. (EA02)
	
	1
	
	1

	Theft, tampering, sabotage, criminal trespass, vandalism, or fire caused the deficiency. (EA03)
	
	
	
	0

	Communication or working relationship within the organization is missing or ineffective. (MC01)
	
	
	1
	1

	Communication or working relationship with external or tenant agencies is missing or ineffective. (MC02)
	
	1
	
	1

	Management lacks sufficient organizational stature, independence, and authority. (MP01)
	
	1
	
	1

	Management functions within the organizational structure are not afforded appropriate priority to support the mission or program. (MP02)
	
	1
	
	1

	Regulatory requirements are not adequately considered in the development of strategic plans, formal policies, and/or integrated into the accomplishment of operational requirements. (MP03)
	1
	3
	
	4

	Formal policies are not issued from an appropriate level of authority. (MP04)
	
	
	
	0

	Established policies or procedures are not being followed. (MR01)
	5
	28
	7
	40

	Personnel are not held accountable for program performance. (MR02)
	
	
	
	0

	Programmatic responsibilities are not clearly defined in position descriptions or performance standards or are not understood by personnel. (MR03)
	
	
	1
	1

	Line management does not show commitment and/or responsibility for minimizing programmatic impacts within the operation. (MR04)
	
	
	
	0

	Funds for program-related activities are not sufficient. (RB01)
	
	
	
	0

	Staffing levels are not sufficient to manage all program-related activities or requirements. (RB02)
	
	
	
	0

	Resources for controlling or improving daily operations including the procurement of materials, equipment, or services are absent or inadequate. (RB03)
	
	4
	
	4

	Inadequate design or failure in equipment, material, system, or facility selection. (RB04)
	
	6
	1
	7

	Supplies/contract deliverables are not properly identified or have not been received. (RB05)
	
	
	
	0

	Program management plans or procedures are not in place or are inadequate. (RP01)
	
	6
	1
	7

	Program management plans or procedures are not properly implemented. (RP02)
	
	1
	
	1

	Program to review or update permits, plans, procedures, or systems for compliance with requirements is not established or is not adequately implemented. (RT01)
	
	
	1
	1

	System is not in place to identify new or changing regulations or regulatory compliance deadlines and/or incorporate the new requirements into plans or procedures. (RT02)
	
	
	
	0

	Regulations are misinterpreted or unknown. (RT03)
	19
	25
	10
	54

	Control, retention, or tracking of records or documents is absent or is inadequate. (RT04)
	
	
	3
	3

	A system is not in place to identify, investigate, report, correct, track, or monitor complaints, problems, or incidents. (RT05)
	
	2
	1
	3

	Review and follow-up of assessment and/or inspection programs are not conducted or are inadequate. (RT06)
	
	3
	1
	4

	Training is not conducted, is inadequate, and/or is not documented. (TT01)
	3
	
	
	3

	Periodic evaluation of training programs is not conducted and/or is not documented. (TT02)
	
	
	
	0

	Total
	29
	86
	28
	143


The distribution of causal factors shown in Table 3-6 demonstrates that the EH&S program is in transition between the developmental and implementation stages of the program.  An organization’s progression toward program maturity is typically broken down into its three stages:

4. Developmental stage – as the vision, mission, goals and objectives of the organization are articulated by the executive management, functions and requirements, roles and responsibilities, policies and procedures evolve, and are established and committed to by the entire organization (hence, Management Emphasis predominates and drives this stage).
5. Implementation stage – the organizational foundation and framework constructed in the developmental stage is executed through a strategic plan of integrating resources equitably throughout every level (hence, Resources predominate and drive this stage).
6. Sustainment stage – the refinement (aka fine-tuning) of all developmental and implementation elements through testing, repetitive usage, and education through quality assurance/quality control checkpoints and measures (hence, Resources continue to support this stage while Training predominates).  

The distribution of causal factors shown in Table 3-6 shows 84 root causes or 58.7% relating to Resources and 49 or 34.3% relating to Management.  Table 3-6 demonstrates that the primary causal factor for 37.8% of the total EH&S deficiencies identified are in the root cause category of Resources Emphasis regarding regulations that are misinterpreted or unknown.  The causal factor identified with the second most number of associated findings is in the root cause category of Management regarding established policies or procedures are not being followed (28%).  Other root cause categories with Resource Emphasis include RB04 – Inadequate design or failure in equipment, material, system, or facility selection (7 instances) and RP01 - Program management plans or procedures are not in place or are inadequate (7 instances). 
3.2
Summary Data Analysis

FY09 was the forth year for integration of Assessment Manager and WHAM into the Tier II NECSAS process.  Sixteen facilities were assessed resulting in 143 findings with an outcome of 8.9 findings per facility.  For FY08 NECSAS there were ten facilities assessed with an outcome of 11.7 findings per facility.  In FY06 15 facilities assessed resulting in 118 findings with an outcome of 7.9 findings per facility. Comparing FY09 to FY08 there is a decrease in the number of findings per facility of 2.8 findings.  (FY07 assessed only 2 facilities and therefore is not comparable to other assessments)
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Appendix A.1 Assignation of Risk Assessment Codes

Table A.1.1 Risk Assessment Code (RAC) Descriptors
	RAC (1)
	Imminent Danger

	Imminent Danger: catastrophic requiring immediate attention (Operations, activities must be discontinued).


	RAC (2)
	Dangerous


	Dangerous: potentially catastrophic requiring planned abatement (Operations, activities should be discontinued, or with limited and/or strict controls).


	RAC (3)
	Serious


	Serious: major life safety, facility and system loss, requiring planned abatement (Operations continued with controls).


	RAC (4) and RAC (5)
	Non-serious


	Non-serious: minor life safety, system or facility damage (Operation continued with risk acceptance by Supervisor or Operator).


Table A.1.2 Accident Probability and Hazard Severity Matrix

	
	
	         Accident Probability

	
	
	A
	B
	C
	D

	Hazard Severity
	I
	RAC 1
	RAC 1
	RAC 2
	RAC 3

	
	II
	RAC 1
	RAC 2
	RAC 3
	RAC 4

	
	III
	RAC 2
	RAC 3
	RAC 4
	RAC 5

	
	IV
	RAC 3
	RAC 4
	RAC 5
	RAC 5


Table A.1.3 Accident Probability & Hazard Severity Summary

	HAZARD SEVERITY
	ACCIDENT PROBABILITY
	RAC

	Category: I

(Catastrophic)

Death or permanent total disability, system loss, major property damage (>$500,000), and/or major environmental degradation.
	Level: A (Frequent)

Individual item or activity: Likely to occur frequently in life of system, item, facility, or operation, etc.  Fleet or inventory: Continuously experienced.
	RAC 1

	
	Level: B (Probable)

Individual item or activity: Will occur several times in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc. Fleet or inventory:  Will occur frequently
	RAC 1

	
	Level: C (Occasional)

Individual item: Likely to occur sometime in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc. Fleet or inventory: Will occur several times.
	RAC 2

	
	Level: D (Remote)

Individual item: Unlikely, but possible to occur in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc. Fleet or inventory: Unlikely, but can reasonably be expected to occur.
	RAC 3

	Category:  II

(Critical)

Permanent partial disability or temporary total disability in excess of 3 months, major system damage, significant property damage (>$100,000), and/or significant environmental degradation.
	Level: A (Frequent)

Individual item or activity: Likely to occur frequently in life of system, item, facility, or operation, etc.  Fleet or inventory: Continuously experienced.
	RAC 1

	
	Level: B (Probable)

Individual item or activity: Will occur several times in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc. Fleet or inventory:  Will occur frequently
	RAC 2

	
	Level: C (Occasional)

Individual item: Likely to occur sometime in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc. Fleet or inventory: Will occur several times.
	RAC 3

	
	Level: D (Remote)

Individual item: Unlikely, but possible to occur in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc. Fleet or inventory: Unlikely, but can reasonably be expected to occur.
	RAC 4

	Category:  III

(Marginal)

Minor injury, lost workday accident, or compensable injury or illness, minor system damage, minor property damage (>$10,000), and/or minor environmental damage.
	Level: A (Frequent)

Individual item or activity: Likely to occur frequently in life of system, item, facility, or operation, etc.  Fleet or inventory: Continuously experienced.
	RAC 2

	
	Level: B (Probable)

Individual item or activity: Will occur several times in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc. Fleet or inventory:  Will occur frequently
	RAC 3

	
	Level: C (Occasional)

Individual item: Likely to occur sometime in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc. Fleet or inventory: Will occur several times.
	RAC 4

	
	Level: D (Remote)

Individual item: Unlikely, but possible to occur in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc. Fleet or inventory: Unlikely, but can reasonably be expected to occur.
	RAC 5

	Category:  IV

 (Negligible)

First aid or minor supportive medical treatment, minor system impairment, and/or minor environmental incident.
	Level: A (Frequent)

Individual item or activity: Likely to occur frequently in life of system, item, facility, or operation, etc.  Fleet or inventory: Continuously experienced.
	RAC 3

	
	Level: B (Probable)

Individual item or activity: Will occur several times in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc. Fleet or inventory:  Will occur frequently
	RAC 4

	
	Level: C (Occasional)

Individual item: Likely to occur sometime in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc. Fleet or inventory: Will occur several times.
	RAC 5

	
	Level: D (Remote)

Individual item: Unlikely, but possible to occur in life of system, item, facility or operation, etc.

Fleet or inventory: Unlikely, but can reasonably be expected to occur.
	RAC 5


Appendix A.2 Framework of Root Cause Analysis Using MERT*
	Root Cause Codes and Statements

	Management Emphasis (M)

	Management Policy and Organization (MP)

	MP01
	Management lacks sufficient organizational stature, independence, and authority.

	MP02
	Management functions within the organizational structure are not afforded appropriate priority to support the mission or program.

	MP03
	Regulatory requirements are not adequately considered in the development of strategic plans, formal policies, and/or integrated into the accomplishment of operational requirements.

	MP04
	Formal policies are not issued from an appropriate level of authority.

	Communication (MC)

	MC01
	Communication or working relationship within the organization is missing or ineffective.

	MC02
	Communication or working relationship with external or tenant agencies is missing or ineffective.

	Roles and Responsibilities (MR)

	MR01
	Established policies or procedures are not being followed.

	MR02
	Personnel are not held accountable for program performance.

	MR03
	Programmatic responsibilities are not clearly defined in position descriptions or performance standards or are not understood by personnel.

	MR04
	Line management does not show commitment and/or responsibility for minimizing programmatic impacts within the operation.

	Resources (R)

	Programming, Budgeting, and Deliverables (RB)

	RB01
	Funds for program-related activities are not sufficient.

	RB02
	Staffing levels are not sufficient to manage all program-related activities or requirements.

	RB03
	Resources for controlling or improving daily operations including the procurement of materials, equipment, or services are absent or inadequate.

	RB04
	Inadequate design or failure in equipment, material, system, or facility selection.

	RB05
	Supplies/contract deliverables are not properly identified or have not been received.

	Plans and Procedures (RP)

	RP01
	Program management plans or procedures are not in place or are inadequate.

	RP02
	Program management plans or procedures are not properly implemented.


*  MERT – acronym defining the three organizational areas (i.e., Management Emphasis, Resources, and Training) into which 29 established causal factors (identified by code and statement) are categorized for the purpose of quantitative analyses of the SEMS. 

Root Cause Codes and Statements (continued)
	Resources (R) (continued)

	Regulatory Tracking and Recordkeeping (RT)

	RT01
	Program to review or update permits, plans, procedures, or systems for compliance with requirements is not established or is not adequately implemented.

	RT02
	System is not in place to identify new or changing regulations or regulatory compliance deadlines and/or incorporate the new requirements into plans or procedures.

	RT03
	Regulations are misinterpreted or unknown.

	RT04
	Control, retention, or tracking of records or documents is absent or is inadequate.

	RT05
	A system is not in place to identify, investigate, report, correct, track, or monitor complaints, problems, or incidents.

	RT06
	Review and follow-up of assessment and/or inspection programs are not conducted or are inadequate.

	Training (T)

	Training Programs (TT)

	TT01
	Training is not conducted, is inadequate, and/or is not documented.

	TT02
	Periodic evaluation of training programs is not conducted and/or is not documented.

	External (E)

	External Agency (EA)

	EA01
	Compliance is dependent upon external entity action (e.g., agency guidance, permit issuance).

	EA02
	Weather, ambient conditions, or acts of God caused the deficiency.

	EA03
	Theft, tampering, sabotage, criminal trespass, vandalism, or fire caused the deficiency.

	Best Management Practice

	NA01
	Root cause analysis does not apply to positive or best management practice issues.
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Appendix B

FY09 Assessment Summary

The on-site FY09 NECSAS Tier I assessment activities were performed at 11 facilities and sites that include two (2) sites in Maryland, two (2) sites in Michigan, two (2) sites in Missouri, and one (1) site in North Carolina, one (1) site in Oklahoma, one (1) site in Tennessee, and two (2) sites in South Carolina.  In 2009, NOAA utilized a modified selection criteria for identifying locations to be assessed.  Many factors were taken into consideration, each being assigned a point value.  The facilities that scored the highest point total were considered the highest risk facilities and therefore were included in the assessment schedule for 2009.  Other facilities located near the highest ranking locations were added to exploit cost-savings by undergoing one-time preparatory, mobilization, and travel costs of the assessment team to regions. Data collection activities were conducted at various NESDIS (1), NWS (3), NOS (4), and OAR (3) facilities by a Contractor-supported assessment team that included NOAA EH&S staff.  The NECSAS-support Contractor, e2M, performed the follow-up data verification, validation, and report generation.  
This page intentionally left blank.
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