Workshop report, “Framing a Future Chemicals Policy”, Boston, April, 28-29, 2005

· These reports are intended to reflect the discussion in the workshop, but have been written by one or more of the workshop team and have not been agreed by the other participants.

· These reports should be read with the background paper for the workshop

· The views expressed in these workshop reports are the views of the individuals concerned and the workshop participants, and do not necessarily reflect the views of their employers.

1. Promotion of Innovation, Green Chemistry and Alternative Materials
Workshop team: Andrea Larson, Karen O’Brien, Eileen Gunn, Tom Eastabrook
This report discusses the set of options generated by workshop 1 participants. The workshop had a strong turn-out both days with about 30 people attending Thursday and approximately 25 on Friday. The first pages highlight options supported by a broad range of stakeholders present. The second section provides detail on key options considered, then lists valid suggestions around which there was less group agreement.

The workshop’s starting premise was that benign substitutes, produced by corporate innovation through the application of green chemistry and other sustainability principles, were proliferating and could be viewed as a logical and productive response to regulation. The workshop, while not ignoring regulatory issues, focused more on the opportunity for solutions-based innovation. Options were discussed that would allow health and environmental concerns associated with chemical use to be translated into improved products and more valuable outcomes for all parties along the supply chain. This view was contrasted with more conventional business thinking that assumes environmentally and socially responsible management of business results in higher costs to firms and increased prices for consumers. Non-corporate participants expressed frustration with mainstream business thinking that excluded these considerations and the seeming futility of getting businesses to change. Hearing that green chemistry, and other frameworks and tools, offered alternatives, there was enthusiasm expressed for identifying and pursing strategies for positive solutions, whether positive incentives through regulatory mechanisms or support for innovative solutions-oriented leaders (individuals or institutions) in business. 

There was agreement that government must play a regulatory role to set a minimum standard below which companies should not fall. Regulations also prevent laggards from undermining leaders through price cutting. There also was a strong voice for government spending to support a transition to more benign alternatives through investments in research, product development, and broad education initiatives. Public policy sets the guidelines, provides carrots and sticks, with enforcement of “sticks” providing signal of 

The history of environmental activism dredges up images of battles between environmentalists defined as tree-hugging, anti-business, Berkenstock-wearing idealists on the one hand, and evil business (and ineffective regulators that support evil business), on the other. For many who have been fighting against a variety of actions (unregulated deforestation, product toxicity, wetlands destruction, rollbacks in environmental regulation), the opportunity to embrace a strategy for innovation – a positive step - is appealing. There was an appreciation for those in business actively working to improve chemical materials selection and to create healthier product designs. Thus, discussion covered ways to assist business people who are aligned with healthy alternatives. The form of the support spanned a range from stringent regulatory requirements on information accessibility across the value chain to immediate education of younger children to shift attitudes and spending patterns. It was expressed that the basic notion of the economy residing within the natural world seems to have been forgotten, and while obvious to those participating here, it needs to be emphasized more with broader audiences. This view is mirrored in the “externalities” argument that assumes social and environmental impacts are outside the domain of companies and therefore not financially relevant. 

The challenge of knowing how to create “the good” products and processes and then how buyers can assess “good” options was discussed at length. Through development of scientific tools and feedback flows from animal and human health studies we have new information on what causes harm. Consequently we know materials should be discouraged if not banned in commerce, but how do we determine what constitutes a preferred alternative? 

This challenge ripples throughout the supply chain. How do companies determine what is “good”, then how do large scale purchasers (including governments) screen their procurement decisions in favor of better products? In reality (given new links between exposure to toxins and health harm), whether you are a feedstock provider, formulator, processor, assembler, manufacturer, retailer, consumer or waste disposal administrator, there is a disturbing lack of information on materials and safe alternatives. If new material choices are available, how might they be screened across the value chain? There was widespread agreement that lack of information along the value chain was a real and serious barrier that impedes all stakeholders. This is not simply an immediate hazard problem for those exposed, but also a long term risk and liability issue for firms. 
The following information was presented on the last afternoon of the conference summarizing the issues and priorities raised in the two discussions. 

The participants generated and ranked a set of alternatives, a synthesis of which is captured in the four option categories below.

· Primary Research

· Education

· Transparency

· Market Campaigns

A high proportion of the discussions and options generated revolved around these four areas. Many expressed desire for a strong government role to create change, others were less sure the government was the sole or most appropriate driver of the option (obviously government would not be appropriate for item #4). A request for written preference voting at the end of each workshop confirmed which options were most important. This information was summarized in slides presented on the last day of the conference. Duplication of these slides, with short explanatory comments, follows. The groups expressed strong support for:

Primary Research in Green Chemistry

· Green chemistry funding by federal agencies (NSF, NIH, DOE, DOD…) – needs significant increase – including R&D, substitute materials development, barrier removal, education and incentives for companies and educators moving toward more health- and environmentally-aware practices – innovators need to be recognized and rewarded for creating substitutes;
· State level partnerships (like TURI) – build more of these

· Study government procurement policies - to be certain green products are not inadvertently discriminated against; create positive incentives

Education

· Educate the educators – professors of higher education in chemistry, engineering, business – as well as training for chemistry taught below college level

· Curriculum development – major need here – at all levels – government needs to lead

· K-12 – key is to educate younger children, now

· Higher ed – creation and integration of curricula ASAP

· Industry funding – needs to be a priority for industry 

Transparency – stakeholders’ right to know & companies’ duty to care
· Credible 3rd party certification – trust = a key issue
· Labeling for consumers – they need simple, clear signals

· Alternative assessment requirement – federal regulation needed to require companies show they have explored alternatives 

· Better information for communities – fence line communities need science and business information to have effective discussions with local companies; more info on good companies, good chemicals 

· Better information for manufacturers and labor– through legislation if necessary, to allow accelerated change-over to more benign inputs – Use NJ and MA as models for product information. Labeling and clarity of information is essential; however, it is not clear what information is needed by different stakeholders: toxicity, hazard, exposure, physical chemistry, all of these? What information is sufficient, how should it be prioritized, what about mixtures and interactions? Information currently provided to those exposed during manufacturing is insufficient, particularly around multiple chemical exposures, who will make it available and relevant? Reformulation information is unavailable – common criteria and standards needed. All stakeholders need to know what chemicals should be off the market, avoided, or considered highly suspect. Complaint that even when information is available it is hard to use.

· Better reporting out of green practices by firms – this information is needed by consumer, NGOs. TRI-type information communicating what is safe and available.
· Content information for large buyers – latter need information to meet demand of end users (for example, hospital group purchasing organizations) – creation of clearinghouse for green chemicals suggested
· Value chain communication – toxicity of materials and components must be communicated to meet changing demand and liability threats, and to stimulate innovation/substitution

Market Campaigns

· Retailer focus – best leverage is to target retailers, not consumers – need more activity with more groups involved in different sectors and more communication with innovator firms to understand alternatives

· Identify leaders and laggards – supporting innovative leaders is critically important

Other options discussed and that received support:

1. build sustainability & green chemistry criteria into city, state, federal procurement policies

2. remove regulatory barriers for government purchasing of innovator companies’ preferable products; create specifications that reward innovation

3. study and report on common themes across corporate success stories to use in education

4. convene product development oriented chemists, green chemistry specialists, and environmental health specialists to communicate across traditional divides and to develop curricula

5. patent life extensions for sustainability & green chemistry innovations

6. require safest alternatives be mandated by government

7. study existing market-based financial resources to expand this capital pool

8. study political strategies at local and state levels that have moved this agenda forward, and that are likely to move it forward in the future – com municate these

9. develop awards – more recognition needed for leaders and innovators

10. train country leaders – sounds challenging to implement but must be done

11. create centers of information that would make available condensed information for a wide range of groups – cover green chemistry, business approaches (“translations” of science and business ideas into useful material for non-chemists, non-business people)

12. declare green chemistry U.S. national policy

13. elevate discussion of economic models to include work of ecologically oriented economic analysts – some of whom have been working for several decades at the margins of the economics field - to respond to the conventional economic view that the status quo makes “good economic sense” when, in fact, it may not when viewed in systems terms or on an intermediate or longer time horizon

14. provide information summaries to assist neighborhood activist groups achieve short term cleaner production goals with nearby company facilities – for example, how to integrate zero toxicity thinking with total quality management, lean production, clean production, full cost accounting, etc. (to clean up existing sites)

15. metrics for investors – report on existing approaches, and develop more effective metrics, for investor groups to assess preferred companies and less risky stocks

Miscellaneous – we need visionary, aspirational goals, not fighting against as much as identifying things to fight FOR
We may be missing needed discussion about trade barriers because we do not have trade reps here.

