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Laser Safety Technical Group
Minutes of the Laser Safety Technical Group Meeting held on Wednesday 29th April at 2pm in Committee Room 1, Administration 2 building
Members:

Hugh Weaver (HS&E), Prof. John Tyrer (Wolfson), Dr D R Worrall (Chemistry - ab), Peter Wileman (Mech.&Mnftr.Eng), Graham Wigley (AAE), David Hall (Materials), Linda Sands (RPO), Mark Harrod (Civil Eng.), Bill Rasmussen (AAE), Richard Giles (Physics), Matthew Broughton (LUSAD), Gianfranco Claudio (CREST - ab), Roger Tomlinson (Elec.Eng. - ab), 
In Attendance: 

David Travis (AAE), Sian Williamson (Chemistry), Iain Kirkpatrick (Chemistry), Bob Temple (Mech.& Mnftr.Eng), Claire Brownless (HS&E)

Apologies: 

Stuart Ashby (Geography)
AGENDA

Introduction

Hugh Weaver (HW) introduced himself and welcomed everyone to the Laser Safety Technical Group meeting, he apologised that there had been a considerable lapse in the frequency of the group meetings and informed the group that there would be four meetings per academic year. HW invited the group to formally introduce themselves.
1.
Procurement Policy and Equipment Compliance
John Tyrer (JT) informed the group that there is specific legislation and guidance relating to laser safety in the EC Directive which was adopted in the UK as the Supply of Machinery (Safety) Regulations 2008. Specific guidance is given in Schedule 2, Part 1 of the Regulations section 1.5.12 and EN 60825-1.
He pointed out that the legislation requires laser equipment to be designed and constructed so as to prevent any accidental radiation, it should also be protected so that there is no diffusion or secondary radiation which could damage health, and, optical equipment used to observe or adjust other laser equipment must be such that no health risk is created.

Laser equipment purchased by departments, over £10k, should be risk assessed and that risk assessment attached to the purchase order. The research office include a research proposal form.  It is a requirement that laser equipment is CE marked. There are toggles on the form that advises of extra costs if not CE marked.  Most lasers coming in from America are not CE marked.  A system needs to be in place to ensure that this is being checked and it should be signed off by the LSO.  Any laser bought into the UK has to be CE compliant, If bought in the EU there is a good chance that it will be CE compliant.  America has its own health and safety laws and generally manufacturers there do not comply.

Bill Rasmussen (BR) asked if there was guidance on the University website.  JT is to review the procurement policy with Finance, and Heads of Departments (HoD’s) are to be informed that the process has gone live. JT informed the group that the Health & Safety Executive (HSE) policy on lasers went live in 1992 and there was a period of 6 years grace. For 4 – 5 years HSE have been targeting Universities and if not compliant, they are prosecuting. This enforcement policy has seen Birmingham and Oxford prosecuted as a result of a reliance on a goggles culture, when engineering measures would have been appropriate. Any equipment purchased within the last 2 – 3 years should be CE marked and it is the person importing that should be ensuring this.

ACTION: JT

HW asked if there was a University inventory for lasers, JT informed that the LSO should keep this and update for their own department.  HW referred to past minutes taken by a former Deputy Health and Safety Manager, Mike Harris, regarding a central inventory and register on lasers. HW to resurrect this and request lists of laser equipment from LSO’s. The register to be kept centrally by the HS & E office.

ACTION:HW
2.
University Laser Safety Policy
HW informed the group that the policy was due for review and agreed to do this in consultation with JT.  The revised policy would go forward to the Health, Safety and Environment Committee for approval. Workload permitting, this would happen in June.
ACTION: HW/JT
3.
Training / Risk assessment
JT told the group that laser training had not been run since summer 2008 but was not sure that 2 – 3 hours training was effective.  The group expressed concern that the short sessions run by JT were safety awareness as opposed to training. JT expressed concern that a lack of training and competency could lead to prosecution by the HSE and sited Birmingham and Oxford as examples.  Risk Assessment was not rigorously understood by Research Associates/Tutors as they may not understand the hazards and have not conducted a risk assessment before. A training need was therefore identified for undertaking risk assessment. Group members from AAE and Mech.Eng explained their systems which require that until a risk assessment has been done and has been signed off by the LSO, that persons do not work with lasers. Risk assessments are specific to particular machines and not generic. BR expressed difficulties he finds in forcing supervisors, more senior to himself, to manage risk assessments in his department (AAE).
JT had spoken CETL about developing a more friendly, web based  risk assessment process which would identify training needs.  

Graham Wigley (GW) suggested a more practical based training and he felt that JT’s laser training was more of an awareness course.
BR said he felt the University should provide training to LSO’s and that it should be mandatory

Peter Wileman (PW) asked if GW recorded his dept training, PW has a form with tick boxes to indicate the specific areas a student has been trained in and this would be entered into the log book as an authorised user and only then are they are given keys to the laser.

Linda Sands (LS) suggested risk assessment forms should be signed by the LSO and then attached to the registration form.

JT told the group he would go back to CETL to try and make the process automatic.  Students would fill out the form online and a copy would automatically go to the LSO.  This would allow the LSO to have greater visibility.

ACTION: JT

LS expressed concern that it was asking a lot of the LSO as most have taken on this position voluntarily.
JT said there was a need for a universal policy to assist colleagues, a management process was needed with greater visibility of work being carried out within the department.  JT would circulate what is in place at the moment with weblinks etc.

ACTION: JT

GW informed the group he had been using Manchester Universities safety manual and risk assessment guidance document.  JT told the group that this was essentially the Loughborough model.  BR asked for details of how to find the University laser policy. HW informed BR of the website address. The Manchester model was not being used by Loughborough, as in the past people had said they were happy with what they have in place already.  GW to send these documents to HW for circulation to the group.

ACTION: GW/HW

JT said that there was no budget available for training LSO’s.  Although he provides training services for other Universities, suitable training is not offered here at Loughborough.  In most institutions the LSO is based within the Health and Safety Office but at Loughborough, departments appoint their own.  This is the same system as exists for departmental safety officers, where such responsibilities are devolved to departments. PW said this means the LSO role is an add on, to an individuals full time job. There is therefore a question mark as to the adequacy of resources e.g. time, money etc.
JT asked the group if they felt that they were adequately trained? Both GW and David Hall (DH) said that they had received no formal training. Matthew Broughton (MB) recommended JT’s five day training course.

JT informed the group that there was also no budget provision for equipment and that the University do not have certain pieces of equipment, which may prove necessary. Equipment is available however, but through external  company’s such as NPL instruments, should an incident occur.

LS we need to put measures in place before we are forced to take them. JT said it was a perfect illustration of how the University’s systems were failing, when a member of the group admitted to using Manchester’s laser safety manual and policy for guidance, and not our own.
HW to draft a paper for Health and Safety Committee raising the issue of the procurement process and training requirements of LSO’s.

ACTION: HW
4.
Any other business
Graham told the group that when he had been to Manchester University, they had required him to have eye tests to include acuity tests, and a full ophthalmic examination and a clinical examination of the retina.

JT said the risk associated with a full laser safety assessment of the retina was high and could cause problems that did not necessarily exist before. This was the view of corrective eye surgeon and eminent eye expert, John Marshall from the Royal College of Opthalmists.  There should be no opportunity for retina laser damage. People should not be put in that position.

PW raised concern about a laser picture in the Universities publication; “The View”, which could give an impression that the University follows unsafe practices and that if the HSE saw it, they would be alarmed and possibly pay us a visit.

GW said it was a double exposure picture.  JT said that he had seen it and he asked that pictures like this were not published again.

BR has found that the HS&E office historically have not been helpful.  JT said this was a legacy that had been inherited, and in the past the position of the LSO was non executive and a voluntary one and the HS&E office were not qualified to provide resolution, but we are now moving forward.  LSO’s do have executive responsibility as the nominated person within  departments.
It was requested that the LSO role be well defined with responsibilities.  Currently there are no paid LSO’s at the University. LS said this needs flagging up at Health and Safety Committee.

DT asked JT to put together costing’s for LSO training. JT agreed to do this training and include regular update training and meetings.

ACTION: JT

JT requested that if LSO’s experienced any problems with academic staff within there departments, they should refer them to him.
Claire Brownless
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