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 6: Integrating Chemicals Management into Business Decisions

Rapporteur: Tom Swarr

Conclusions

The supply chain of global business was complex, and responsibility for safe management of chemicals is distributed across numerous actors that are often forced to make decisions with inadequate information. Information, education, and a balance between regulation and incentives were seen as key enablers.

The workshop consensus was that original equipment manufactures (OEMs), or those putting products on the market had responsibility to set goals for the supply chain and monitor performance with quantified targets. Chemical producers had responsibility for providing high quality information on the hazards and requirements for safe handling and use of their products. Environmental management systems and toxic chemical use reduction programs similar to those in NJ and MA were seen as options for promoting a better integration of information as chemicals flowed though the value chain and into final products.

Discussion

[image: image1.wmf]The complexity of the supply chain was seen as a barrier to effective management of chemicals. Chemical producers often do not know how the chemicals will be used, and formulators and manufacturers may not be aware of the hazards associated with specific chemicals. Roles and responsibilities are distributed across the value chain, often leaving the consumer on his own to figure out chemical risks. A schematic of the problem is shown in Figure 1.

Information and education were seen as critical enablers. There was significant distrust of company willingness to provide adequate information. MSDSs were considered inadequate and often difficult for users to interpret. Users wanted more and higher quality information on material content, with complete disclosure of all ingredients, including the CAS reference number. There was much interest in a “one- stop shopping” reference source for obtaining chemical information and safer alternatives. Financial disclosure rules, e.g. Sarbanes – Oxley, fiduciary requirements for investments, etc. were proposed as an option for encouraging more complete disclosure by companies.

Education was considered another critical enabler. The list of target audiences and education needs/ topics expanded continually through both workshop session. A few of the topics/ groups mentioned included the following: green accounting, green chemistry, public knowledge of chemicals and manufacturing processes, worker safety, community outreach surrounding chemical plants and other manufacturing facilities, primary school through college, environmental activists, peer- to peer learning networks to diffuse safe alternatives, ecotxicity added to the curriculum, business schools, and making the case for business executives. It is not possible to do this topic justice. The conversation was rich, and there was much energy. One option for the future would be to develop a strategic plan for educational outreach to drive more sustainable chemicals policy.

There was considerable discussion about how to achieve the appropriate balance between regulating the bads and rewarding the goods. For example, all felt that chemical management was best achieved by focusing on unsafe uses. However, it was also felt that material bans were necessary to get the attention of business. This shifts the burden of proof to business to demonstrate when use of a banned material can be exempted, because the company demonstrates the use does not impose significant risks. Ecolabels were another example discussed. One option is to set a regulated minimum (similar to a UL safety code) and another is to reward exceptional performance (similar to Energy Star). Most felt it was necessary to regulate a minimum level of performance to establish a level playing field for responsible actors. Beyond this, awards and incentives should be used to encourage continuous improvement. The P2 programs of the 1990’s and toxic chemical reduction programs were offered as useful models for future action. Companies were required to report use of toxic chemicals, pay a fee based on the amounts, and undergo a planning process. There was no requirement to follow up, but monetary incentives rewarded those who did. The P2 networks were a good model for information sharing and facilitating improvement projects.

EMS systems were seen as a possible tool for driving OEM goals down through the supply chain. However, it was felt that public reporting, quantitative performance targets, and requiring the scope to cover product design would have to be added to the ISO 14001 framework for this tool to be effective.

There were many other suggestions that are not adequately captured in this executive summary- e.g. regulate based on community burden to assure holistic approaches, targeted community action against high profile facilities, the role of leadership companies in driving change, integration of quality, EMS, and design standards, assuring adequate engagement of workers and other interested stakeholders, and more. It was a great discussion with positive contributions from all participants.
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