Minutes of 84" UK Chemical Stakeholder Forum
meeting, 21 April 2022, Virtual Conference

1. Chair’s welcome

The chair welcomed all to the meeting. See Annex A for attendance and apologies.

The Chair explained that the meeting was virtual due to the current circumstances of the
Coronavirus pandemic (Covid-19). The Chair of the meeting was drawn from the Steering
group on a rotating basis and the meeting was held under Chatham House rule.

The draft minutes from the 83rd CSF October meeting (UKCSF/21/11) were approved.

2. Chemicals and Climate Change: What are the connections?

CHEM Trust presented on ‘Chemicals and Climate Change: What are the connections?’
See Annex B.

An attendee asked if there was an additional category of potential impact that should be
considered around how new mitigation technologies could cause an increase in existing
release of pollutants or cause new sources of pollutants. CHEM Trust responded that a
report was published in 2021 by the United Nations Environment Programme, Stockholm,
and Mercury Conventions, found that some negative consequences were apparent but, that
this issue, including the trade-offs involved continued to be explored.

Another attendee commented that it was important to profile the trade-offs between different
emissions, noting that there were choices to be made. They asked to what extent the focus
on reducing carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions could give rise to increased risks to human
health and the environment and changing patterns of chemicals production. CHEM Trust
explained that a holistic view was required, and despite some technology areas resulting in
a negative impact, positive trade-offs may also be achieved.

Finally, an attendee highlighted that rather than just accepting hugely negative trade-offs as
the only option, general consumption needed to be reduced as a key mitigating action.

3. Chemicals, greenhouse gases & biodegradability

Unilever presented on ‘The truth about the hidden carbon in our chemicals and impact on
climate’. See Annex C.

An attendee suggested that methane (CH4) was a more significant break down product than
CO2, as it had a greater climate change impact over the first 20 years. Due to specific
chemical degradation pathways, degradation into methane could be the dominant pathway
in some cases. They noted that assessment boundaries need to be well defined to facilitate
useful comparisons and guidelines for these would be welcomed. Unilever agreed that
carbon emissions should be looked at more holistically.

Another attendee asked for clarification on using single use waste plastic as a feedstock
and if that counted as recyclable carbon. Unilever replied that within the carbon rainbow



there were many different carbon providences and feedstocks with a range of benefits, one
of these was pyrolysis of single use plastics. The ethos was that a waste stream was given
a second life.

An attendee noted that it could be preferable to put carbon in the ground than burn it.
Unilever explained that the carbon rainbow was global, and in some parts of the world,
plastic management was not as advanced compared to the UK. The first principle was to
avoid the use of fossil carbon, however, considering the unintended consequences of that.

Finally, an attendee cautioned against inflating the importance of the 20-year impact for
CH4, as the planet would continue to warm after this. The end goal was to stabilise the
planet’'s temperature, and this could not be achieved without reaching net zero on longer-
term fossil-based carbon emissions. Unilever responded that embedded carbon ultimately
becomes greenhouse gas, more than packaging and plastics, and this message was under-
recognised.

4. Solutions taken up by industry

Chemicals Industries Association (CIA) presented on ‘The UK Chemical Industry’s Net Zero
Pathway’. See Annex D.

An attendee asked whether there was scope for the Climate Change Agreement (CCA)
scheme targets to be more ambitious, noting that the chemicals sector had overachieved.
CIA explained how targets were formulated and agreed internally, working between
individual sites, government, and consultants. They noted that the government have
described the targets as challenging but achievable. There had been overachievement,
perhaps due to the long schemes during which technology changed and improved but, CIA
were consulting on a new CCA scheme and were looking at a decarbonisation scheme
rather than an energy efficiency one. They added that they would like to see a shift in
incentivisation towards decarbonisation projects as a route to net zero rather than installing
renewables on site.

The attendee also asked what total carbon price would make commercial sense for industry
to switch to electrification. CIA explained that this was relative and the costs of installing
technology to capture carbon had to be considered against the costs of expanding
operations in nations where it would be cheaper to do so. They noted the importance of
minimum standards and carbon border adjustments, stating that markets would need to be
imposing similar carbon processes to make the investments work.

Another attendee asked about the government’s Hydrogen Strategy and whether industry
was backing ‘blue hydrogen’, produced using natural gas, over ‘green hydrogen’, produced
using electrolysis. CIA responded that ‘blue hydrogen’ provided scale quickly but that, in
time, the cost of ‘green hydrogen' production was expected to come down. They added that
the government had published its standard on this matter, which should support industry
with planning.



5. The Mackay Carbon Calculator

BEIS presented background on the ‘MacKay Carbon Calculator’ and explained how to use
the online tool. See Annex E.

RSC then presented an activity for attendees to complete using the MacKay Carbon
calculator tool in breakout groups. See Annex F. Attendees completed the activity and
presented feedback in plenary. See Annex G for a summary of the discussion.

6. Vision for the UK Chemicals Strategy

Cruelty Free International (CFl) presented on ‘UK Chemicals Strategy: Cruelty Free
International’s Vision’. See Annex H.

An attendee commented that the UK had the opportunity to do things differently under UK
REACH following EU Exit. They outlined instances where the European Chemical Agency
(ECHA) had not allowed alternative non-animal testing methods and added that they were
hopeful that the UK would allow these methods under UK REACH. They continued that there
had been legal challenges to whether EU REACH data could be accessible to the UK post-
EU Exit under the 12-year rule, with outcomes yet to be seen. There was concern that the
UK might need to recreate data if existing EU REACH data was not shareable. CFI
responded that ECHA had not been accepting reasonable adaptations to non-animal testing
and expressed a hope that UK REACH might be more adaptable. For this to be achievable
support would be needed from Defra and the UK government move further away from animal
methods to non-animal methods.

Another attendee asked for clarity on what CFI meant by a government “U-turn” on animal
testing in cosmetics. CFl explained that animal testing was only banned for the safety
element of cosmetics however, this did not preclude animal testing for chemicals that would
be used in cosmetics under other pieces of legislation, for example, animal testing was not
banned under EU REACH. CFlI clarified that although the legislation had not changed, in
their view the policy position presented by the government had changed, as the UK position
was aligned with EU.

7. Policy update

The Chair invited questions and comments on the CSF policy update paper, shared in
advance of the meeting, for which UK government officials were present to respond.

Defra provided verbal updates to highlight upcoming items from the policy update paper.
The first update was on an upcoming refresh of the Beyond 2020 Framework (UN SAICM)
CSF sub-group. The second update was on upcoming authorisations under UK REACH.

An attendee asked what role the CSF would have in feeding into the new Chemicals
Strategy. Defra responded that engagement with the strategy had been promising and they
were planning collaborative workshops across late spring to early summer, that would cover
a few themes including international, regulation and chemicals lifecycle, among others.
Defra would update the CSF on the workshops, providing more information on what they
would cover and how to get involved. The workshops would not be the end of the journey
and Defra planned to continue engaging with CSF and its subgroups to shape thinking on



the Chemicals Strategy. Defra added that they would be keen to discuss this further and
suggested having an item on this matter at the next CSF meeting.

Another attendee referenced item 3.2. of the paper and asked about timelines for the
evaluation of the transition to UK REACH. Defra responded that preparations were
underway, with the aim of finalising the report in September, and making this available
externally at end of 2022 or beginning of 2023. Updates to the CSF would continue.

An attendee raised the mixture assessment factor that the EU had outlined in their
Chemicals Strategy for Sustainability, highlighting that direct toxicity assessments (DTA) felt
too broad brush in many instances. Defra responded that the EA were doing some evidence
work to look at this and they were looking to make a decision that was fit for UK, not
necessarily to replicate EU approach.

The attendee also asked whether the Rolling Action Plan (RAP) for 2023/24 would be
confirmed by May 2023 as described on the HSE website, noting that this seemed rather
late in the year to do so. Defra responded that the end of May deadline for each subsequent
year was a statutory requirement and the actual target date for confirmation could be sooner
and that was the intention. They added that HSE had published this year’s plan in March.

Another attendee noted that they had been an observer at a UN environment assembly,
where UN member states had adopted a resolution that a panel should be established to
support action on chemical pollution. They asked for any detail on UK involvement and
planning on this. Defra responded answered that that the UK was a co-sponsor of the
motion, and they were keen to keep that momentum going. They added that they were
waiting for the UN to announce the first working group, with four groups to be announced
before the end of 2024. These working groups would determine the scope, funding,
involvement of industry and other stakeholders, and the approach for the work programme.
Work was underway to summarise the UK position on these points and Defra would be
reaching out to the CSF for views once the sequencing of discussions is known.

8. AOB

An attendee highlighted an event on Improving the OECD Test Guidelines Process, in May
and invited interested attendees to register for participation.

Another attendee alerted that the EU’s restrictions road map would be published imminently,
adding that thousands of chemicals were expected to be banned as a result.

The Chair thanked Defra, all the presenters and everyone for attending. The next meeting
would be held virtually in late July, with the date to be confirmed in the coming weeks.
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Annex G: Summary of discussion on the MacKay Carbon
Calculator

Room 1: Surprised by the underplay of biomass neutralisation and pleased to see the
demand on carbon capture and storage could be reduced and still achieve 100%. Could not
work out when storage would be available at scale and could not find a way of biomass
phasing as the tool didn’t allow playing with parameter. BEIS responded that time was fixed
in that version of the tool and the tool set linear ambitious levels.

Room 2: Looked at various levels of ambition but, mainly played with the levers and could
only get to 98%. Electrification in transport sector, heat pumps for buildings, and shift to
biomass in industry made a big difference. Greenhouse gas removal at ambition four had a
big impact but, nothing in electricity and land use made too much of a difference. BEIS
responded that going ambitious on hydrogen without reducing carbon would make the
situation worse.

Room 3: Observed that lowering demand in production in goods was missing. BEIS
responded that said fully imported goods were not UK emissions but, of the country who
produced the goods. The tool was for UK territorial emissions and consumer emissions were
roughly about 25% of UK emissions.

Room 4: Went through each higher-level sections based on ambition, focusing on CO2 and
different ways of producing hydrogen. BEIS explained how hydrogen could result in negative
emissions, noting that most hydrogen was produced from natural gas without carbon
capturing and ‘green hydrogen’ was produced by electrolysing water. Therefore, using
biomass as the source of hydrogen production was the net zero method.

Room 6: Surprised by how little impact some levers had, and the biggest impact levers were
CO2z and biomass. Overarching theme was that it was difficult to get to net zero by doing just
one thing, i.e., doing one thing could raise red flags in other areas. BEIS agreed and gave
an example of aviation demand as a lever being only 3%. Stakeholders did not accept that
consumers would reduce their use of aviation, however, unexpected events such as the
Covid-19 pandemic did impact this and flying less far and less often was part of the solution.

Room 7: Noticed that setting ambitions higher often made them achieve less and surprised
by how little effect solar energy had but, had a good conversation on hydrogen blending.
BEIS explained that 20% hydrogen could be added into the gas grid, but whether 100%
could be added was questionable, as there are hazards associated with hydrogen. They
added that wind energy was superior to solar in the UK, as winds were higher in winter when
demand for energy was higher.

Room 8: Surprised by the expected contribution on nuclear and noted that for electrifying
heavy goods vehicles (HGVS), resources might not be better used elsewhere. The
underlying assumption on farming was that there did not seem to be a massive move to
plant based diets and the effects of that. BEIS explained that many things would need to
change simultaneously to reach net zero, not just one at a time. They added that for heavy
goods, the challenge was that huge batteries were needed for lorries which were too heavy,
therefore, hydrogen was a more likely solution for bigger HGVs.



