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.

Workshop 5. Substitution and Alternatives Assessment

Rapporteur: Beverley Thorpe

Herewith main subjects that were discussed during both days. This summary is meant to accompany the Substitution Paper recommendations as some participants expressly supported the points made within the background paper and wished to emphasize that workshop discussion were not meant to replace the paper but to strengthen it. 

1. Alternatives Assessment – methodology

Down stream users of chemicals (DUC) bemoaned the fact there was no standard alternatives assessment procedures. As one company stated “we don’t want to keep reacting to the flavor of the month chemical problem, we need a more consistent and ideally agreed set of common indicators and criteria to first identify what may be problematic and then second, use these same indicators and criteria or other methods to identify what will be safer.” Big demand to better understand what will be future problems. Also to only focus on P,B,Ts negates other serious problems such as asthma promoters. Need wider focus when discussing priority chemicals for phase out.

A representative from the chemical industry cautioned that to simply move to another material might in itself bring in environmental problems, eg replacing brominated flame retardant plastic resin with a metal material may not be safer when taking into considering life cycle assessment of the metal involved. Response from some participants that LCA will also be based on assumptions and subjective definition of system boundaries, hence need to make all LCA transparent and public. Then methodology can be open to worker, consumer and public scrutiny

Recommendation from rapporteur. Compile current best practice on criteria and indicators used by Green Chemists and other models to predict inherent hazards of chemicals, or ideally, chemical classes. Show best practice in how chemicals can be currently screened for ‘ safer’ characteristics. 

2. Information and Education

Need to create awareness of chemicals problems within companies themselves, not just an issue for consumers to be educated about. DUC felt that individual consumers had no interest in companies’ chemicals policies since price and function are overriding factors in purchasing a product. The main stimulus for getting a company to adopt new chemicals policy is big procurement, eg institutional buyers. Information and change in teaching curricula also needed within chemistry departments within academia – currently huge ignorance about environmental and human health affects of chemicals. More information also needed between chemical producers and DUC.

3. Role of Government

Many participants advocated strong direction by government to legislate phase out. Activity by DUC following on from RoHS Directive in EU shows necessity of government signals to move market. DUC pointed out that some substitutes could be ‘ sitting on the shelf’ but currently too expensive to implement. See role of government in giving tax breaks to stimulate market adoption. See background paper for other measures that government could take to spur market towards safer chemicals policy. 

4. Who decides?

Many participants expressed importance of worker involvement in substitution planning, particularly as previous pilot projects have demonstrated that real working knowledge of process needed to ensure successful substitution. Also strong recommendation that consideration of worker and community transition planning be part of new chemicals policy adoption. New allies could also be formed by involving affected workers and community particularly if safer alternatives/materials pilot project proposed. 

5. Training and R&D

The issue of where expertise resides and who can help move companies to adopt safer chemicals/materials also discussed. One DUC explained how much time, money and person power needed within his own company to do this type of research. Why should it be left to companies to do all the work? Where is outside support? Particularly when their efforts to find and implement safer materials is not recognized or rewarded by consumers. 

Rapporteur’s recommendation. Draw up current best practice to show different models of how R&D is supplied to or obtained by companies, eg government/industry/worker collaboration; industry/university collaboration; industry/private consultant collaboration; others, to ascertain how effective these collaborations are. 

6. Final recommendation for next steps forward

We asked the second group for their input only as this was not stipulated in original framework of workshops. Recommendations were listed in PowerPoint presentation (copied below). However in general, people thought it extremely useful to get into more detail for issues discussed above, in particular the common indicators and criteria needed within alternatives assessment; as well as product specific workgroups, eg toy manufacturers, clothing manufacturers, etc. All expressed support for the diversity of participation within the workshop, eg most of the supply chain actors were present in second day workshop and this allowed open and useful discussion.

Other recommendations discussed:

· Duplicate this type of conference in Europe and Asia

· Common ground statement from conference (landmark conference!)

· Workshops needed for: 

· Practical Tools - eg, Alternative Assessment 

· Retailers, Advocacy groups, Labor, Government

· Best Practices for:  Specific Industry sectors (eg toys) 
