 Students will assume the role of an international environmental advisor to the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom and write a Policy Paper on two of following issue areas:
Water Scarcity, Sustainable Development, Climate Change, Deforestation, Biodiversity, Unsustainable Consumption, Hazardous Substances, Unsustainable Agriculture
In this paper I would like to firstly like to thank the prime minister for her time in giving me this opportunity to write for policy. 
I am going to attempt to address the unsustainable consumption of plastic packaging, plastic bottles and the PET paper plastic cup. Plastic as a substance has many forms, visibly however, in reality, its form appears generic one form of plastic looks very much link the next. Plastic is complicated and slippery in terms; it is unidentifiable to the reprocessor and consumer alike. Plastic needs a simple overhaul, in terms of production and policy.
Drawing on evidence from the environment audit committee inquiry of the packaging recycling obligations enquiry (2018), the purpose of my paper is to ask that the prime minister acts by: 
1. Dedicating the funds needed to support the infrastructure in the U.K. for recycling plastic. 
2. Places a minimum requirement percentage of recyclate to be included in all newly produced plastic, where this is not possible as in for food safe items, alternatives should be found by producers, using the innovation directive.  
3. Makes labelling for the rights of the consumer, on issues of health and environment clear obvious, and legal.

Firstly, the infrastructure has been seen not to exist in the U.K. for dealing with the consumed amounts of plastic bottles, packaging and single use plastic items. The industry has been incentivised inefficiently and the structure is changing, all that is needed is strong policy to support the mechanisms already in place, putting the ecological effects above the immediate economic effects. This is a long-term view; economically long-term the producers of plastic consumables will recover with innovation they can continue to be an important part of the economy. As seen in the evidence, (Environment audit committee 2018. p16), the neo liberal market forces have run their course, they have done all they can do. It is now time for intervention by government, strong policy that can seem radical needs to be implemented immediately. 
        Another way to regulate the producers of ‘plastic’ (a generic word for many products) is to enforce fit for purpose labelling systems directed for manufacturers, waste processors and arguably most importantly consumers. The current system of labelling for plastics is misleading and information poor for all parts in the commodity chain (Appadurai).  At the moment the labelling system consists of numbers on the bottom of bottles or placed somewhere on the plastic, corresponding to the type of plastic, for the sake of manufacturers and technically for re-processors, It could be a simple and effective way of broadening consumer awareness to risks posed by the products for the environment and human health. Simple education in regards to clear labelling could make for better quality recyclate being collected in the U.K. which would increase its value in world markets. 

     The plastic once collected must be separated, either kerbside or in reprocessing plants. There has recently been identified the  issue of contamination in the U.K. higher than the EU average (ref), this apparently is not comparable because the EU countries measured use a deposit return scheme which gives them higher rates of good recyclate material. The U.K. should introduce a deposit return scheme post haste, this with adequate labelling could  to increase the product for market, quality as well as quantity. At the moment the U.K has a system not fit for purpose, all the collection in the world cannot do any good if the product cannot be recycled. 
In order to utilise the products collected the plastic must be able to be recycled In reprocessing facilities.  Currently between 1% and 25% recyclate goes into a recycled product anything more than this and the product becomes unstable. Especially for food consumption. This means that no matter how much is recycled, virgin plastic material is needed more and more to continue the production of plastic items. This makes plastic for food use completely unsustainable.  It is unsustainable because it draws on resources that are non-returnable to the earth for future generations and out in the environment it poses an environment and health risk to future generations. Plastic cannot be put back; the waste hierarchy needs to be adhered to, producers must innovate to create products of a sustainable nature. 
    Some in the plastic industry will argue that a product is sustainable if it endures, lasts a long time in the environment, stays out of the waste stream, such as P.V.C. manufacturers.  (social book materialities) for other plastic producer’s bio oxygen-based plastics are the most sustainable product as they break down in the environment, this comes with its complications, composting, biodegradable seems innocuous although in a landfill this is the issue that rots the landfill liners and pollutes groundwater. Also, there is bio accumulation in water, causing algae and lack of oxygen which could affect fish stocks. Bio plastic when disposed of correctly can be the most sustainable option, a valuable resource providing nutrients for soil in agriculture. Though, the long durable plastic could be argued to be  the most sustainable once again, in the right place, the production which uses  chlorine, a lot of water in the process, using lead to stabalise the product is also contestable to sustainability. The long chain molecules of more durable plastic contaminate the environment and do not break down to return back to innocuous matter. The general disagreement in industry between what is sustainable and what is not is unhelpful in finding solutions.  It is no longer a decision for the industry itself. 

It is time for state intervention. The government must make tough decisions for the sustainability of the markets and of the planetary health for future generations. The waste hierarchy is primarily concerned with reduction, a strong message in policy will force industry to act. The local authority has been too long trying to fit the bill, for the recycling targets. Relying on private enterprise to do the processing and the processors having no incentive to provide the infrastructure for a permanent waste stream as the market prices for recyclate fluctuate so broadly as seen in the evidence. Therefore, it is time the government stepped in to provide infrastructure with a national directive, a consensus of services making it easier for local authorities Defra, and government agencies to regulate and making it easy for the consumer to understand and engage with. 

     If a uniform system exists in Wales also exists in England and from county to county one waste system flows, learning that system becomes a consumer’s reality. When working in a different county or holidaying in a different county, visiting friends, using public service bins in the environment, when uniform across the board it would be easier to meet targets of the recycling directives of 2020, 2050 with engaged consumers and local authorities alike.  
           
Clear labelling must be implemented, as with tobacco it is questionable as to whether the government has an obligation to label products with EDCs in as it is a well-documented and rehearsed fact that these chemicals have e a detrimental effect on human health, intrauterine as well as in the environment. Money needs to be directed with clear policy through local authorities and waste stream infrastructure needs to be created this can only be done effectively and economically viably if industry at the point of production is forced to act in terms of innovation and creating better products.  The more plastic in the environment the more of these harmful chemicals. (Rosemary Northver eac…) 

My second subject for policy consideration for the prime minister is: Hazardous substances this time drawing on the evidence thus far submitted in the environment audit committee’s new inquiry, Toxic chemicals in everyday life inquiry, 2019. 

    Evidence has been submitted relating to EDC’s endocrine disruptor chemicals, these chemicals are found in many products they are used in cosmetics ,cleaning products, fire retardants, plastics and a whole array of everyday substances. I would like the prime minister to take the opportunity that comes with Brexit to form a robust counsel of experts in the chemical sciences to examine and conduct risk assessments for these products. It is important that the U.K. continue to lead the way in the chemical regulations industry, and even go so far as to radically leap ahead of the rest of the world markets showing leadership and innovation and a real ethical concern for sustainability. 

 Theses E.D.C’s are brought to light in the evidence presented by breast cancer U.K. The main point I would like to highlight is the current labelling system for these products. At present chemicals only must be labelled for consumers if they are considered a substance of very high concern. To be a S.V.H. C’s, a substance must meet certain criteria which at present is composed of : 
1. The precautionary principle, 
2. The risk and impact principle, 
 3. The mutual recognition principle, innovation principle, and 
4.  The citizens right to know the transparency principle. 

These principles make up a whole array of considerations for example doses are taken into consideration in the precautionary principle, before a chemical is considered toxic, although these figures of exposure are not clear in a consumers habitus, if the labels do not state that when exposed to this chemical daily may cause cancer then how would an everyday consumer know the dose? For more details of these principles see the Royal society of Chemistry’s evidence. 

 I would like to see the right to know principle at the top of the agenda, as the consumer is so often considered the driving force in market operations and production. If a chemical has the potential to harm a human and is especially harmful to children then it should be labelled as such. I understand that the U.K. has led the way in the harmonising of the chemical regulations for the sake of enabling trade between countries, within its capacity as an EU member state. Now that the U.K. will be going it alone there are concerns that they continue to set a high standard, trade between the EU and the USA for example have previously been difficult due to regulation differences, which seems as though they could be a language or a standards issue. 
I as a consumer am unsure, I would like to see the U.K. take the lead on the labelling of these products as a precaution even if a product is considered a low risk. I would like the idea of worst case scenario becoming the standard of information given so a informed consent process can occur at consumer level just like in the tobacco industry. 
  All humans are susceptible to risk from products in different amounts. For example, a cleaner may be exposed to 6 times the amount of a cleaning product than is considered, by the panel for regulations, a  generalised idea of exposure to a person using a chemical cleaning product than the average domestic consumer. A cleaner as an example may clean their own house also that of many others daily, or a hospital which far exceeds a domestic capacity. I would like to see the benchmark for safe exposure measured on a bottle of cleaning product, rather than a generic symbol that express that the product may be harmful. An obscure symbol with little meaning to a consumer, it does not include the specifics on dosing that is required to understand the risk. Breast cancer uk have stated in their evidence that small doses of these E.D.C’s can sometimes be more harmful than one large dose, with that in mind it would be good to understand the measuring system in a risk assessment of doses, and labels should correspond. 
     I would like the government to make it law that all fragrances are labelled with their ingredients the same way that cosmetics are expected to be, also I think that cosmetics with E.D.C’s should state a clear warning that they pose more risk to children and that they can possibly cause cancer. As with tobacco these are known carcinogens with a massive revenue, advertising to consumers is everywhere they are products normalised, marketed on consumer self-esteem, confidence, this advertising is directed especially towards women and more recently towards men also. It is mal practice, to sell to an unbeknown public a product that is a known carcinogenic, amongst other things. It is mal practice to expose children to advertising that leads to behaviours normalised that is detrimental to health in the long term.
     The idea that a government will base its industry decisions on dangerous persistent non organic bio accumulative carcinogenic chemicals because of a risk with trade relations, of other countries standards is backwards. Does the U.K. need to be trading in chemicals it considers toxic and not fit for purpose, it is time the U.K. led the way in innovation of the markets. If not  having these chemicals makes the U.K. a better country to trade within then maybe it is time the U.K. became self-sufficient. Does the nation really need these products? Does the NHS need the bill for cancer patients to continue to increase? Do consumers deserve to lose loved ones because of some bad decisions within trade agreements at levels in government they never get to see. Transparency for the consumer is non-existent, yet it is a legal requirement. The bill in compensation for children effected in the future could amount to millions, yet no amount of compensation monetary can save the lives and the environment for a sustainable future.
     Make up is marketed at children, how can this possibly be ethical? To ensure a healthy population surely consumers have the right to decide. Simply labelling products with ingredients and then a statement of may pose a risk in certain amounts of doses would be fulfilling on the duty of the law. Vagueness and taking the decision and making it in some abstract meeting behind closed doors out of a consumer’s habitus is this mal-practice?

The prime minister can use her influence here to push for tougher regulations on industry imposing a legal requirement of a simple labelling system is of little cost to government and industry alike yet could make all the difference to consumers lives. It could be a shining example of the U.K. leading in innovation in the markets, consumers will inevitably respond and drive market forces to produce better quality more sustainable products fulfilling International goals for regulation standards of sustainability.
    If it is shown that the chemicals in fire retardant furniture are no longer required, then some form of compensation should be offered to those companies that depend economically on this trade and they should be banned. If it is good enough to use the cigarette burn test of European standard, then that should be enough. If the retardants cause serious health problems and when they catch fire create a smoke more toxic and deadly than smoke without that chemical, then it is necessary to detract from the stance that they were needed for furniture. As with the cosmetics and cleaning products, in everyday use, fire retardants in furniture carry E.D. C’s, which are particularly dangerous intrauterine and to children (ref). 
     The U.K. has the highest toxicity in house dust in the world (ref). More and more children are staying indoors, surely the health of the home needs to be addressed. Buying new furniture cleaning a house should all be positive experiences for children to learn from, how are the next generation going to feel growing up and realising that the decision makers let the very homes the safe places of their childhoods be filled with chemical risks. It is quite simply not good enough. The prime minister must act, if not with a ban on these products then with clear warning systems in the way of simple labelling. 
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