
IC2 Safer Alternatives Wiki Conference Call – July 21, 2010 

In Attendance: Cherie Peele, Barbara Warren, Nancy Rice, Alex Wienert, Deanna Conners, Ginger Jordan-Hillier, 
Jessica Schifano, Liz Harriman, Amy Babcock, Kate Winnebeck, Lin Kaatz-Chary, Catherine O’Dell, John James, Jim 
Rodrigue, Peggy Harris, Glenn Keith, Alex Stone, Terri Goldberg, David Livengood, Sally Edwards, Su Patel, Pam 
Eliason, Andrea Lani 

Topic:  Definition of “Safer” 

States Discuss Their Process 

Washington: Alex Stone from Washington’s Department of Ecology presented on the process the State of 
Washington used in assessing alternatives to decaBDE in TV housings.  His presentation can be accessed on 
the IC2 website at: http://www.newmoa.org/prevention/webconferences/safer/agenda.cfm.  The definition 
of a “safer alternative” used by Washington State is one that is “less toxic, less persistent, and less 
bioaccumulative” than the chemical being replaced. 

Focus on “safer” rather than “safe, as Washington originally hoped to be able to do.  Comments from 
industry on the outcome of their assessment focused on compliance concerns and potential enforcement 
issues if decaBDE found to be present due to purchase of components from suppliers not adhering to the 
regulation (e.g., manufacturers in Asia).  Washington is working on developing protocol for enforcement 
policy to take this into consideration.  But in general, because other jurisdictions (such as in Europe) have 
already banned the use of decaBDE for this application, companies are not concerned about the impact on 
their business.  They’ve already begun the process of change. 

Functionality and effectiveness are an important part of Washington’s process.  Provides a broader and 
more sustainable result.  Balance the risk of using the chemical to the benefit it provides (e.g., flame 
retardancy).  Alex stresses that an alternatives assessment should be an iterative process and states should 
consider providing incentives to encourage development and adoption of safer alternatives. 

Maine:  John James from Maine’s Department of Environmental Protection discussed how Maine approaches 
alternatives assessments:  1) identify technically feasible and available alternatives; 2) look at the health and 
safety profile of those alternatives.  Their process has been modeled after the mercury in products laws in 
Maine, and requires that manufacturers demonstrate the safety of alternatives.  The final definition of a 
“safer alternative” in Maine is “an alternative that, when compared to a priority chemical it could replace, 
would reduce the potential for harm to human health of the environment or that has not been shown to pose 
the same or greater potential for harm to human health or the environment as that of a priority chemical”.    
Maine’s approach has been to move the standard of proof away from the government (to prove that an 
alternative might cause harm) and to the manufacturers (to prove that an alternative is safer).  

Safer alternatives depend on the use/application for the chemical we wish to replace.  Technical and 
economic feasibility of the alternative need to be considered if we hope for adoption.  Maine uses 
presumptions to simplify the process:  if an alternative is in used elsewhere in the US, then it is presumed to 
be technically and economically feasible. 

Maine suggested that there are a number of assumptions that can be made to streamline the process, including: 

http://www.newmoa.org/prevention/webconferences/safer/agenda.cfm


• A chemical is safer if it is not an identified chemical of high concern 
• An alternative is not safer if its sale has been banned elsewhere 
• An alternative is not necessary if it is present in apparel 
• An alternative  is available if sold in the US. 

California:  Peggy Harris and Nancy Rice explained California’s approach towards implementing the Green 
Chemistry Initiative.  The straw proposal initially generated tried to define functional equivalency and provide 
for an evaluation of alternatives across the life cycle of the material/chemical.   This would have been a self-
implementing regulation that codified assessment criteria within the regulation.  However the California 
legislature has chosen to focus more on defining the data required in doing an alternatives assessment, and 
relies on the agency to use the data in a consistent manner in order to arrive at a regulatory decision.  The 
Department of Toxic Substances Control would develop an exhaustive list of criteria across the life cycle of a 
chemical, including factors such as carbon footprint. 

“Safer” versus “Safer Alternative” 

Much of the conversation centered in whether we are focusing on defining “safer” or rather focusing on defining 
what a “safer alternative” would be.  States recognize that these decisions may be made for them by the 
legislature, while others may have the flexibility to determine the best approach.  There was general agreement 
that we are more interested in promoting the adoption of “safer alternatives” than in defining what we mean by 
“safer”.  This implies that an initial assessment of whether a potential alternative is available and feasible for the 
application of interest.  Massachusetts conducted a pre-screening step after this to eliminate from further 
consideration any potential alternatives that could not pass minimum safety criteria (including no PBTs, no IARC 
Class 1, 2A or 2B carcinogens, and no chemicals already listed on a state-generated list of more hazardous 
chemicals). 

Life Cycle Thinking 

The group discussed the relative value of including the entire life cycle in an assessment of chemical and 
material alternatives to a chemical of concern.  While California looks like it will be including the entire lifecycle 
in its evaluations, Maine mentioned that assumptions can be made to make the process more practical.  Some 
mentioned that valuable information is lost if the full life cycle is not considered in an assessment, while others 
noted that the limited resources of a state may mean that narrowing the scope to what is doable is an important 
consideration.  Washington had only looked at the use of the alternatives it evaluated in its decaBDE in TV 
housings assessment, but will be considering manufacture, transport and end of life in future assessments.  
Massachusetts used life cycle “thinking” in its study of five chemicals and their alternatives.  This approach used 
expert judgment to narrow the scope of the life cycle evaluation for specific applications.  Full life cycle 
assessments can be very time and resource intensive, and may skew results depending on how various 
attributes are weighted.  The weighting of different attributes is a question California is currently grappling with.  
It was noted that LCA libraries are now available, often for a significant fee.  These are likely to become more 
prevalent and robust with time, which would make the use of life cycle data in alternatives assessments easier 
for states in the future. 


