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The Life Sciences EMS and Operations Management Review took place on October 3, 2001 in the Biology Department Conference Room.  In attendance were:  T. Sheridan, N. Volkow, C. Anderson, J. Gatley, L. Cunniff, K. Carney, L. Mausner, J. Bullis, B. Colichio, A. Emrick, S. Ferrone, D. Ryan,  R. Lee, S. Briggs, B. Cox, R. Sautkulis, B. Coughlin-Byrne, B. Gunther, G. Goode  (see attached attendance list).

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:

· Need to keep improving Tier I program (Sheridan)

· Need to meet on Bldg 801 F-Tanks at a separate meeting (Sheridan) (meeting scheduled 10/19/01)

· Need to meet on BLIP Air Monitoring, and agree on methodology and path forward (ESD Lead Role in this)

· Overhead funding for Pollution Prevention projects not yet identified in FY02.  

· FY02 Critical Outcomes include capture Pollution prevention success stories to report to DOE.

· Disposed of a lot of excess materials but also need to establish and/or enhance programs to prevent future generation of any more legacy issues.

· It was pointed out that ESH improvements have come at significant cost (BLIP/TPL ESH budget increased from $250K to $550K in past 3yrs).   We may lose programs due to high overhead costs.

· BNL is at a disadvantage when competing on work proposals because some labs (i.e Los Alamos) are DP funded and DP provides funding for waste disposal costs.

· Medical and WMD should reevaluate the viability & appropriateness of WMD managing site-wide Regulated Medical Waste program.

· WMD halted all shipments after Sept. 11 tragedy.  Still planning to ship remainder of BLIP wastes using FY01 funds (so we start off FY02 with no waste accumulated).

· Once new bioremediation research is funded we can incorporate that into our EMS (positive environmental aspects).

· Should continue to try to quantify the benefits of the BLIP Viscous Liquid barrier over the long term, ie., the long term monitoring plan.  

· BLAF grinder needs backflow preventer (installed 10/12/01)

· Senior managers note positive improvement in team approach amongst LS and support staff, working together to solve problems.

Evaluation of the EMS by Management:

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

Yes, EMS program is effective.  Life Sciences compliance status, pollution prevention and cleanup efforts have improved over FY01.

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

Yes, most measures have been met.  The few that remain will be carried-over and addressed in FY02 goals. They include the following:  

· Remove remaining 801 waste tank (Sheridan owner)

· Address BLIP and 801 Air monitoring issues,

· Disposition remaining Facility Review items,

· Continue to seek funding to dispose of additional excess materials

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

3. Is the EMS Program adequate in terms of:

· Identifying Significant Environmental Aspects and Impacts? Yes
· Resource Allocation? Yes.  
· Information Systems? Yes
· Organizational Issues – Staff Expertise; Procedural Requirements? Yes 
Overall the EMS program is adequate.  The Directorate does a good job of integrating where it can to improve efficiency.  Subject Matter Experts (like the ECRs) are critical to maintaining our EMS.  Resources from support organizations (ECRs and WMRs) have contributed to significant improvements in the Life Sciences EMS Program.

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

· Environmental Impacts and Current Conditions? Yes
· Concerns of Stakeholders? Yes
· Current and Future Regulatory Requirements? Yes
· Business Interests; Technological Capability? Yes
· Internal Organizational or Process Changes? Yes
· Should additional internal performance measures be established? Not at this time.  Continue with established measures in FY02

5.  Recommended Revisions to:

· Environmental Policy and Commitments? No
· Objectives and Performance Measures?  Along with the completion of the remaining FY01 objectives and targets, other FY02 objectives/measures discussed include:
· Meet Waste Goals 
· Seek funding for more legacy cleanups

· Continue to identify/disposition P2, APCs, CAs

· Work with CMS to improve system

· Continue to improve Tier I process

· Submit 2 P2 proposals and 2 P2 Successes

· Conduct/Participate in Assessments

· Maintain ISO Registration

· Maintain Training Program

· Implement new Transportation Safety Subject Areas
· Elements of EMS? No
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